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ABSTRACT 
WALKING THE WALK: TOWARDS CREATING 
MORE MULTIRACIAL INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION 
FEBRUARY, 1992 
JAMES FRANCISCO BONILLA, B.S.E. SUNY CORTLAND 
M.A., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Ed. D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by: Professor Bailey Jackson 
The central question this study addresses is how 
one school of human services (SHS) became more fully 
racially diverse while embedded in a predominantly White 
institution of higher education. The goal was to collect 
data to answer three questions: 1) How did SHS evolve 
into a racially diverse organization? 2) How did this 
transition impact the faculty at SHS? and 3) How does SHS 
maintain its current level of racial diversity? 
To conduct this study a descriptive qualitative 
case study approach was utilized that incorporated 74 
hours of field observations, sixteen qualitative 
interviews with the SrfS faculty, and a documentation 
review of materials relevant to the School’s 
development. The study was carried out from February 
1990 to August 1990. To analyze the results of the 
interviews a White peer reviewer was used to assist the 
V 
Latino researcher in the verification and reliability of 
the interpretations of the data. 
vi 
The seven major conclusions and recommendations of 
this study are that: 1) There is a need to incorporate 
organizational theories relevant to higher education when 
undertaking organizational development (OD) or 
multicultural organizational development (MCOD) in a 
college or university setting; 2) A mission statement 
directly tied to teaching and service to communities of 
color is central to SHS ’ s evolving into a racially 
diverse school; 3) "Word-of-mouth" networks play a key 
role in the success of SHS’s recruitment and retention 
processes; 4) By expanding the concept of ’’qualified” to 
include racial diversity and the ability to work in a 
multicultural setting, SHS consistently succeeded in 
attracting ’’qualified” candidates (both White and of 
color); 5) The multiracial collegium at SHS is an intense 
place to work, full of rewards and challenging conflicts 
involving vision, trust and issues of organizational 
power for both White faculty and faculty of color; 6) 
Therefore, attending to issues of social justice (via 
MCOD) and effective community building (via OD) are 
essential to creating more multiracial collegium; 7) 
Units, schools or institutions interested in racial 
diversity should consider an open systems approach 
including more fluid boundaries with communities of 
color. Finally, this study raised serious methodological 
concerns about utilizing individualistic qualitative 
research in examining multiracial settings. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this research is to explore the 
experience of one racially diverse School of Human 
Services (SHS) within a predominately White institution 
of higher education. My explicit intention was to 
accumulate data in such a way as to answer the following 
three questions: 1) How has SHS evolved into a racially 
diverse organization? 2) How has this transition 
impacted on the faculty of SHS? 3) What effect has the 
numerical increase of faculty and students of color had 
on the organizational culture of SHS? 
By the term "racially diverse" I refer to an 
organization that has a numerically balanced 
representation of two social groups, in this case White 
faculty and faculty of color (specifically, African 
American, African and Latino/a). Kanter (1977) describes 
a racially diverse or balanced group as one where, "at 
about 60:40 and down to 50:50, the group becomes 
balanced...[and where]...culture and interaction reflect 
this balance." She goes on to describe, "Skewed groups 
are those in which there is a large preponderance of one 
type over another, up to a ratio of 85:15. The 
numerically dominant types also control the group and its 
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culture in enough ways to be labeled ‘dominants’" (p. 
209). Throughout the course of this study I will use the 
term "predominantly White institution" to mean an 
institution that is skewed rather than numerically 
balanced. 
In this research I utilize a qualitative case 
study approach that focuses on a racially diverse School 
of Human Services located within a predominately White 
four-year liberal arts college in New England. 
The Problem 
Before I begin this section on the current 
realities facing people of color in higher education, let 
me illustrate just exactly what, we as a nation are 
capable of, given the necessary will power and 
leadership. This is taken from a recent report on the 
status of racial minorities in higher education: 
Overall college attendance and graduation by 
students of color increased significantly, due in 
large part to the availability of federal 
financial aid. Between 1971 and 1981, total 
college enrollment of racial minorities jumped 
56%. Enrollment growth in community colleges and 
adult education programs was especially heavy. 
While these gaps did not erase disparities, they 
serve as proof that America can respond and 
change, that hopelessness and weariness and 
discouragement are not inevitable. Progress is 
there and on the records (A.G.E., 1988, p. 8). 
Sadly, the dream of equal access and opportunity to 
higher education for people of color has become the story 
of a dream deferred. Rather than witness the racial 
diversification of academia envisioned in the 1960’s and 
1970’s, the 1980’s have seen a decline in the 
participation and graduation rates of an entire 
generation of racial minorities. Unfortunately the 
1980’s are have been a decade characterized by victim 
blaming, talk of "racial quotas" and "political 
correctness" rather than real progress in the racial 
diversification of U.S. colleges and universities. 
Therefore, the central question this dissertation 
addresses is during these dreadful decade of the 
eighties, how did one school of human services become 
more fully racially diverse while embedded within a 
predominately White institution of higher education. 
This study pays particular attention to the experiences 
of faculty and it discusses what the experience of this 
particular organization may suggest to those interested 
in creating more racially diverse collegiums of higher 
education in the nineties and beyond. 
According to the American Council on Education 
(1988), although the pool of this country’s potential 
faculty is people of color, their presence and success 
rate within U.S. colleges and universities continue to 
lag dramatically behind those of their White colleagues. 
In 1989, in Minorities on Campus: A Handbook for 
Enhancing Diversity, we are given a simple yet compelling 
message of hope and challenge: 
Perhaps it can be truly said that no other nation 
on earth, at this point in history, has quite the 
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opportunity that we do to create a fully 
functioning democracy where all citizens, 
regardless of race, ethnicity, creed or sex, can 
participate completely in all aspects of national 
life. This dream need not be deferred any 
longer. Ours is the challenge; ours will be the 
prize (Green, 1989, p. 30). 
Although this challenge offers hope, it comes at a time 
of increasing racial tension and even overt hostility 
towards people of color on campuses across the country. 
Prestigious institutions like Stanford, Columbia, the 
University of Wisconsin and the University of 
Massachusetts, to name just a few, have all made national 
headlines focusing on attacks on students and faculty of 
color. As part of their May 6, 1991 cover story, 
Newsweek asked the question, "Race on Campus: Failing the 
Test?". As part of the answer they found: 
Adele Terrell, program director of the National 
Institute Against Prejudice and Violence at the 
University of Maryland’s Baltimore campus, says 
one in five black students reports some form of 
harassment and that racist episodes have been 
reported at more that 300 colleges and 
universities over the past five years, (p. 27) 
The American Council on Education has noted that although 
two decades have passed since the 1964 Civil Rights Act, 
our national commitment to equality and access seems to 
have faltered, resulting in a stagnation in Black 
enrollment for the last 15 years (A.C.E., 1988, p. 1). 
We are seeing a disproportionate share of racial 
minorities drop out at each level of schooling and this 
is culminating in lower participation levels in higher 
education, especially at the teaching level. Quoting One 
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Third of a Nation, "Minority group members are far less 
likely to have a college education. In 1986, 20.1% of 
Whites over 25 had completed four years of college or 
more. The rate for Blacks was 10.9%, and for Hispanics 
only 8.4%" (A.C.E., 1988, p. 4). 
The gap between participation rates of Whites and 
students of color is growing and the rate of attrition is 
an alarming problem. People of color in the U.S. are 
not burdened by a sudden yet temporary economic calamity, 
but by a long history of oppression and systematic, 
institutional discrimination. 
As Green (1989) notes, the focus on solving the 
problems of minority participation in higher education 
has been historically, on "fixing the students" and not 
on examining more closely the institutions themselves. 
This has slowly begun to change as the American academic 
community struggles to interrupt institutional racism 
within its own borders. Green states, "Institutions must 
change in order to adapt to a new population of students" 
rather than expecting faculty and students who are racial 
minorities to assimilate into the culture and structures 
of predominately White colleges and universities (1989, 
p. 6). As it now stands Blacks, Latinas/os, 
Asian-Americans and Native Americans bear the entire 
burden of adapting to the White (and overwhelmingly male) 
culture on the campus (Green, 1989, p. viii). 
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The choices facing leaders in higher education are 
not simply determined by a sense of social justice and 
equal access, but by hard reality and harder realities to 
come. Current statistics indicate that the pool of 
students for higher education is increasingly made up of 
students of color. According to One Third of a Nation: A 
Report of the Commission on Minority Participation in 
Education and American Life, in twenty-five of our 
largest cities, half of the public school students are 
coming from racial minority group families. In 1985, 20% 
of the school age population was made up of racial 
minorities. In 2020, that figure will be 39% (1988, p. 
2). 
The American Council on Education suggests that 
our colleges and universities are not prepared to adapt 
to the influx of people of color. In the area of 
recruitment and retention, while students of color 
comprise 16% of students in higher education, less than 
11% of faculty are members of racial minority groups. 
The single largest concentration of faculty of color is 
in predominately Black and Latina/o colleges and 
universities. Black representation on faculties in 
predominately White institutions is only 1.8%. 
Representation of Latina/o and Native Americans in the 
faculty ranks remain low, in spite of modest overall 
gains. For instance, the number of Latina/o faculty rose 
over 1000% between 1977-83, increasing slightly as a 
proportion of all faculty members from 1.5% to 1.7% 
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(A.C.E., 1988, p. 81). 
A critical dimension of the issue of participation 
in campus life for racial minorities is the issue of 
campus climate: 
Campus climate embraces the culture, habits, 
decisions, practices and policies that make up 
campus life. It is central to the "comfort level" 
of administrators, faculty, students and staff who 
are racial minorities. Students and others 
[including faculty] who feel unwelcome and 
alienated from the mainstream campus community are 
unlikely to remain. If they do remain, they are 
unlikely to be successful (Green, 1989, p. 113). 
As discussed earlier, in the last few years we have been 
witness to a disturbing increase of racist violence on 
our nation’s campuses. These incidents underscore the 
fact that academia can not only be unfriendly to people 
of color, it can be downright hostile. 
Whether on account a subtly cool climate or due to 
outright hostility, the net effect on America’s colleges 
and universities has been a drop-off in the participation 
particularly for Blacks students. Citing the most recent 
study by the American Council on Higher Education, 
Newsweek reported that in 1976, 6.6% of all master’s 
degrees went to blacks; only 4.6% were awarded in 1989 
(May 6, 1991, p. 27). It should come as no surprise then 
when we learn from One Third of a Nation that the number 
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of Blacks receiving doctorates in a seven year period 
plummeted from 1,265 in 1981 to 904 in 1987 (1988, p. 
82) . 
Given this trend toward increasingly unfriendly 
climates, and in many cases overt violence leading to 
decreased participation rates by U.S. racial minorities 
in the undergraduate and graduate experience, it should 
be clear that the future for faculty of color is in 
jeopardy. If the pool of potential faculty of color 
continues to shrink, we may be facing a new American 
Apartheid - A segregated system of higher education in 
which the majority of students will be U.S. racial 
minorities and the faculty will be increasingly White. 
To summarize, American higher education is facing 
the dilemma of a student population that is increasingly 
composed of racial minorities, who are struggling 
socially and academically to remain afloat in an 
unfriendly and even hostile environment. Worse still, 
they face the prospect of being taught by a faculty that 
is proportionately becoming more and more White and 
seemingly less and less able to meet the needs of the 
increasingly diverse student body of the next century. 
The Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to explore the 
experience of one racially diverse School of Human 
Services (SHS) within a predominantly White institution 
of higher education in New England. By examining the 
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experience of one School that evolved from a 
predominantly White faculty into a racially diverse 
collegium, this study will provide some observations and 
suggestions for those interested in creating more 
racially diverse faculties in higher education. 
I employ a variety of qualitative data gathering 
methods to answer the following subset of three 
questions: 
1) How has SHS evolved into a racially diverse 
higher education organization? 
2) How has this transition impacted on faculty 
within SHS (From their experiences what has it felt like, 
what has been different)? 
3) What effect has the numerical increase in 
faculty and students of color had on the organizational 
culture of SHS (i.e. on habits and norms, goals and 
mission, policies and practices, climate, interaction and 
decision-making patterns, community/team building, 
recruitment and retention systems, leadership etc.)? 
While a more detailed description of the School 
will be provided in Chapter 4: "History and Description", 
let me provide a brief overview of SHS and my rational 
for utilizing it as a case study. 
The School of Human Services (SHS) was founded in 
1976 and was formerly affiliated with two colleges in New 
V- 
Hampshire which I have chosen to call New Forma College 
and Bedrock College. Due to financial and logistical 
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considerations, SHS became formally incorporated into 
Greenpoint College in 1988. Greenpoint College was 
founded in 1885 and is a predominately White four year 
liberal arts college with a student population of 
approximately 2600. 
The criteria I use to justify selecting SHS for 
this case study (mission statement explicitly related to 
racial diversity, successful recruitment and retention of 
students and faculty of color, curriculum relevance and 
relationship to the larger community) are criteria for 
evaluating diversity within institutions that have been 
set forth both in the American Council on Education’s 
1988 report One Third of a Nation and in theoretical work 
by Jackson & Hardiman (1986) at the University of 
Massachusetts at Amherst. 
As a semi-autonomous entity within Greenpoint 
College, The School of Human Services (SHS) has made 
racial diversity an explicit part of its mission 
statement since its founding. As part of this 
commitment, the faculty and administration of SHS make 
the recruitment and retention of students, staff and 
faculty of color a primary objective (see Chapter 4, 
"Mission Statement"). As a result, SHS’s main campus has 
a faculty, over 50% of whom are women and men of color. 
This has been the case for a period of over three years. 
Another reason for my choosing SHS is the racially 
diverse nature of its adult student body of nearly 600, 
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approximately 40% of whom are students of color (see 
Appendix A, p. 224). Not only has the School been 
successful in attracting students of color, it has been 
unusually successful in retaining and graduating them as 
well (Foy, 1988). Its success in working with students 
of color has resulted in students attending the school 
from as far away as Brooklyn, New York. 
A third factor in my decision to focus on the 
School is its curriculum, which is geared to the needs 
and interests of its student body and is heavily weighted 
in the direction of addressing the needs of communities 
of color. SHS trains professionals currently working in 
public and private agencies and its programs are tailored 
to meet the needs of these working professionals. For 
example, the programs offered are usually held on 
weekends and include both undergraduate and two graduate 
degrees in Human Services and Social Work. 
Finally, there is the larger environment within 
which SHS and Greenpoint College itself are located. 
Greenpoint is a mid-size New England city that has long 
been peopled by members of racially diverse communities. 
1980 Census figures project that by the year 2020, the 
majority of Greenpoint’s 155,000 citizens will be people 
of color. Nowhere is this more evident than in the 
neighborhood within which Greenpoint College and SHS are 
located. 
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Importance of the Research 
The extent of literature and documentation 
concerning the experience of institutions of higher 
education attempting to negotiate the transition toward 
being more racially diverse is slim. The research 
exploring the impacts of these attempted transitions on 
faculty is even more rare, and relatively nothing exists 
that examines how racially diverse sub-systems (schools 
or divisions) within predominately White higher education 
systems (colleges and universities) can or have been 
supported. 
As Finkelstein (1984) points out in The American 
Academic Profession, what little previous research that 
has been done on racial issues among faculty focused on 
Black faculty in predominately White colleges and 
universities. A major aim of this research will be to 
explore new territory by describing the experiences of 
faculty of color and their White colleagues within one 
racially diverse system in higher education. By focusing 
on a racially diverse faculty, this study will illuminate 
the experience of SHS faculty compared to those of 
faculty of color located within predominately White 
institutions as reported in the literature. 
In the past five years, a major challenge faced by 
some practitioners in the field of organizational 
development in higher education has been the disturbing 
increase in the number and intensity of racial incidents 
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on campuses across the country. It should come as 
little surprise when Green states, ’’Blacks attending 
historically Black colleges and universities (HBCU’s) are 
more likely to complete a degree than those attending a 
predominately White institution. In 1984-85, HBCU’s 
awarded 34% of baccalaureate degrees earned by Blacks 
while enrolling [only] 18% of Black students” (1989, p. 
3). The decreasing rates of success of students of color 
and their poor prognosis for future success, and, the 
implications for the future of faculty of color demands 
our profession’s full attention. 
A significant contribution offered by this 
research is a full and rich description of how one school 
of human services has managed to recruit and retain 
substantial numbers of faculty of color in the face of 
national trends to the contrary. While it is important 
to contextualize the results of this study may, I firmly 
believe the lessons learned from SHS have direct bearing 
on our field’s ability to assist higher education 
recruit, retain and promote faculty of color. In 
addition, how colleges and universities could recruit and 
retain ’’qualified” White faculty as institutions endeavor 
to serve an increasingly diverse population is explored 
and detailed. 
To date there has been little research 
(qualitative or quantitative) done on the experience of 
faculty of color in racially diverse systems within 
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higher education or the experiences of their White 
counterparts. As this is a qualitative case study 
relying to a great extent on the stories told by faculty 
describing their experiences in their own words, this too 
represents a new and significant contribution to the 
field of qualitative educational research. 
It is my sincere hope and belief that by studying 
the experience of one organization that has had a modest 
degree of success in becoming more racially diverse, this 
research has contributed towards efforts now underway to 
untangle the dilemma of how this nation undertakes the 
challenge of making itself, and in particular, its 
institutions of higher education, more fully multiracial. 
CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
MUnquestionably, universities are among the worst 
managed institutions in the country... One reason, 
incredibly enough, is that universities - which 
have studied everything from the government to 
Persian mirrors and the number ”7” - have never 
deeply studied their own administration” (Bennis, 
1979, p. 41). 
This chapter reviews the pertinent literature 
relevant to organizational development in higher 
education. It is important to note that two things this 
chapter will not attempt to do is review all the 
literature on Organizational Development as a field nor 
will it exhaustively explore the history and development 
of higher education. 
What this chapter accomplishes is to highlight the 
uniquenesses of colleges and universities as 
organizations. By presenting five different models for 
examining higher education as organizations, it is ray 
intent to shed some much needed light on how colleges and 
universities work. In so doing it is my sincere hope 
that this increased understanding will lead to greater 
effectiveness on the part of both internal and external 
change agents concerned with making colleges and 
universities more effective in their goal of serving its 
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diverse constituents. At the same time, it is my intent 
that these models can lend depth to our understanding of 
the experience of SHS as an organization of higher 
education. 
In the first section of the chapter I will examine 
the early origins of the field of Organizational 
Development as they relate to the corporate orientation 
of much Organizational Development theory and practice. 
I will also examine the emerging field of Multicultural 
Organizational Development as it pertains to the 
evolution of racially diverse organizations like SHS. 
The majority of my efforts will be focused on the 
second section and reviewing the most current theories of 
colleges and universities as organizations. 
Specifically, I will examine higher education through 
five theoretical perspectives including the bureaucratic 
model, the collegial model, the political model, the 
organized anarchy model, and the cybernetics model. 
In the third and final section, I will examine 
ways in which colleges and universities present unique 
obstacles and special challenges to the practice of 
organizational development and multicultural 
organizational development. I will conclude by returning 
to the theme of the corporate origins and orientation of 
Organizational Development as a means of distinguishing 
OD and MCOD in academic institutions from OD and MCOD in 
business and the corporation. 
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A final disclaimer. Because the majority of the 
writers I will be quoting use the pronouns "he" and "him” 
almost exclusively, I am forced, for accuracy’s sake, to 
quote them verbatim. However, I will endeavor to use the 
terms "she" and ’’her” whenever possible in the interests 
of gender diversity and interrupting sexism in our use of 
language. 
Origins of Organizational Development 
This section will examine the early corporate 
origins of Organizational Development and Multicultural 
Organizational Development and provide the reader with a 
working definition of the term "organizational 
development” and "multicultural organizational 
development." In so doing, I hope to lay the foundation 
for distinguishing Organizational Development and 
Multicultural Organizational Development in higher 
education from Organizational Development and 
Multicultural Organizational Development in the corporate 
sector in the third and final section of this paper. 
All organizations develop a structure and 
mechanism for their own maintenance and continuity. In 
addition, part of any organization’s ability to survive 
depends on its ability to change. For most organizations 
there are three sets of demands which require change. 
These are problems of destiny involving growth, identity 
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and revitalization; problems of human satisfaction and 
development; and problems of organizational effectiveness 
(Bennis, 1969 ) . 
Before we proceed further let us examine a 
definition of Organizational Development offered by W. 
Warner Burke, one of the acknowledged founders of the 
field. He defines Organizational Development simply as: 
... a process of bringing to the surface, that is 
to the conscious awareness of members of an 
organization, those implicit behavior patterns 
that are helping or hindering development.... 
Organizational Development practitioners are 
concerned with change that will more fully 
integrate individual needs with organizational 
goals (Burke, 1987, p.ll). 
Although Organizational Development always leads 
to change, not all change in an organization constitutes 
OD. For a change effort to be considered Organizational 
Development certain criteria must be met including: 
1) the intervention must respond to actual needs 
as experienced by its members 
2) the intervention must involve organizational 
members in the planning and implementation of 
changes, and 
3) it must lead to change in the organization’s 
culture. 
The concept of organizational culture is elaborated upon 
in another more detailed definition of Organizational 
Development developed by Bennis (1969). Bennis defines 
Organizational Development as a 
...response to change, a complex educational 
strategy intended to change the beliefs, 
attitudes, values, and structures of organizations 
so that they can better adapt to new technical 
markets, and challenge, and to the dizzying rate 
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of change itself... It is a strategy adopted to 
bring about planned organizational change... 
Whatever the strategy, organizational development 
is almost always concentrated on the values, 
attitudes, relations and organizational climate, 
the "people variable" as a point of entry rather 
than on the goals, structure and technologies of 
the organization (p. 2). 
Although the practice of Organizational 
Development may be based on portions of several theories 
from the behavioral sciences there is no single all 
encompassing theory of OD. As Burke observes, 
This is no doubt a weakness of the field, but it 
is not surprising, since Organizational 
Development is very young as a field, having its 
origins around 1960, and it is based on several 
disciplines. Determining the exact moment of birth 
for Organizational Development is not a clean, 
clear cut matter. Evolution would be a better 
term than birth to characterize the beginnings of 
OD. There was not a "big bang" or "blessed 
event". Thus, considering the forerunners or 
precursors will help us understand the beginnings, 
that is, where Organizational Development and 
Multicultural Organizational Development came 
from. These three precursors are sensitivity 
training, sociotechnical systems and survey 
feedback" (1987, p.23). 
As I will show, each of these precursors was heavily 
influenced by and developed within the context of the 
private and/or corporate sector. 
Sensitivity training or T-groups as they have 
become known, are all labels for the same process, 
consisting of small group discussions in which the 
primary source of information for learning is the 
behaviors of group members themselves. 
T-groups are educational vehicles for change, in 
this case, individual change. During the late 1950’s, 
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when this form of education began to be applied to 
industrial settings, the T-group became one of the 
earliest so-called interventions of organizational 
development. One of the first events to improve 
organizational effectiveness by sensitivity training took 
place with managers at some of the major refineries at 
Exxon (Burke, 1987). Outside trainers were used, many 
of them the major names of the National Training 
Laboratories at the time, including Lee Bradford and 
Robert Blake. 
At about the same time, Doug McGregor of the Sloan 
School of Management at MIT was conducting similar 
training sessions at Union Carbide. These events at Esso 
(now Exxon) and Union Carbide represent the early forms 
of Organizational Development, which took the form of 
what we now call team building. Also during that period, 
the late 1950’s, McGregor and Richard Beckhard were 
consulting with General Mills (Burke, 1987). 
What this review of the early origins of 
sensitivity training is intended to show is that not only 
were some of the principal experiences shaping the field 
of Organizational Development taking place within the 
corporate sector, but also some of the field’s most 
prestigious thinkers were occupied as consultants to 
major corporations. 
Kurt Lewin’s work (which is often cited as the 
basis of the T-group movement) in 1946 was different in 
21 
that it was designed to improve community leadership and 
improve interracial relations and did involve educators 
(Burke, 1987). However, his premature death in 1947 
resulted in the relocation of his Research Center for 
Group Dynamics to the University of Michigan later that 
year. Once there, it would be incorporated into Likert’s 
more corporate-oriented Survey Research Center. It is 
possible that if Lewin had lived the rewards reaped by 
OD’s evolution might have been more equitably shared 
beyond simply the corporate offices. 
As early as 1969, leaders in the field of 
Organizational Development such as Warren Bennis were 
already expressing the concern that: 
... only the wealthiest organizations and those 
with firm control of their constituents can be 
reached through present organizational development 
programs, leading to what Blake and Mouton refer 
to as "corporate Darwinism", or more simply , the 
rich get richer. So IBM, Esso, Union Carbide, 
ALCAN [now ALCOA], AT&T, etc., reap the 
advantages, while impoverished and disadvantaged 
groups, such as local government, civil rights 
movements, universities [my emphasis], hospitals, 
and communities, are untended (1969, p.78) 
At about the same time that sensitivity training 
was begun in the U.S., in Great Britain Eric Trist and 
Ken Bradforth of the Tavistock Institute were consulting 
with a coal mining company. The approach pioneered by 
Trist, Barnforth, Rice and their colleagues at Tavistock 
is based on the premise that organizations are 
simultaneously a social and technical system. All 
organizations have a technology and this technology is a 
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subsystem of a total organization. All organizations are 
composed of people who interact to perform a series of 
tasks and this human dimension constitutes a social 
subsystem, but both subsystems (the social and the 
structural) and their interactions must be considered in 
any effort toward organizational development (Burke, 
1987). Here again, we encounter another precursor to the 
emerging field of Organizational Development within the 
confines of industry. As Burke observed, "Organizational 
development has been influenced by industrial or 
organizational psychology. This influence is manifested 
most in the third precursor to Organizational 
Development, survey feedback" (1987, p. 28). 
Briefly, survey feedback involves two steps. The 
first is to survey, collect data and determine employees’ 
perceptions of a variety of factors, most focusing on the 
management of the organization. The second step is to 
provide feedback or reporting the results of the survey 
systematically in summary form to all concerned. 
Once again, one of the first studies, initiated 
and guided by Likert (of the Institute for Social 
Research at the University of Michigan) and conducted by 
Floyd Mann, was done with the Detroit Edison Company 
(Burke, 1987). 
The pattern that reveals itself here is that, even 
spread out over two continents, Organizational 
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Development has evolved into a field heavily influenced 
and guided by individuals embedded in a 
corporate/industrial setting. 
Yet the field has not stopped growing since those 
early years and major developments continue to shape OD. 
According to Burke (1987), the most significant event 
that has effected the field of OD since 1969 has been the 
oil embargo and the recession of 1972-73. Corporations 
were forced to cut back, especially in the so-called 
"soft areas” of staff training and development. With 
respect to organizational dynamics and management, these 
two events precipitated a number of significant shifts in 
OD since 1969. 
For instance, the terms "organizational culture” 
and "values” were hardly ever heard prior to 1969. Today 
these terms are heard not only among OD consultants but 
also among clients as well. Another major development 
has been the move toward participative management, 
employee involvement and quality of work-life. In 1969, 
these notions were not endorsed while today the opposite 
is more often true. 
Conflict resolution and effectiveness in lateral 
relations were acknowledged as important in 1969, but 
today they are viewed by most executives as critical for 
effective organizational functioning. This is due in 
part to 1) more decentralized authority and flatter 
hierarchies, where getting things done depends more on 
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influence skills than on exercise of power and status, 2) 
the emphasis being given to collaboration, joint 
approaches to labor-management relations as opposed to 
adversarial ones, 3) the occurrence of mergers and 
acquisitions where achieving integration or at least some 
degree of smooth working relationships is important to 
organizational success. 
Finally, OD practitioners have shifted their 
perspectives from the micro to the macro view. Whereas 
in the sixties organizational issues were viewed mostly 
in terms of individuals and small groups (sensitivity 
training, management development), today consultants take 
a larger, more systemic perspective (reward systems, 
structure, strategic planning, information systems) that 
recognizes the diverse environment in which we are 
living. 
This leads me to the last major development in the 
field of OD I would like to discuss that has relevance on 
the examination of SHS as a racially diverse 
organization. 
Multicultural Organizational Development (MCQD) 
According to Driscoll (1990), an emerging area of 
organizational theory and professional practice is 
Multicultural Organizational Development. Originally the 
creation of Jackson and Hardiman (1981) and Jackson and 
Holvino (1986), this still evolving area owes much to 
such writers as Ranter (1978), Jamison (1978), and Cross 
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(1985), among others. These pioneers were motivated by 
changing demographics, concerns over social justice and 
the inability of traditional OD efforts to impact on 
social oppression in the workplace. As Driscoll 
explains: 
MCOD seems to have developed from a marriage 
between OD, multiculturalism and the determination 
to see U.S. society transformed. From the field 
of OD, MCOD has absorbed key components of OD 
change theory and techniques ... From 
multiculturalism, MCOD has borrowed both the sense 
of the importance of valuing diversity [but] that 
only promoting the appreciation of diversity is an 
inadequate gesture - and the advocacy of systems 
changes [as] an absolute necessity for reordering 
the power and opportunity structures that . . . 
maintain oppression in organizations. ... MCOD is 
fueled by a vision of social liberation that is 
intent on transforming organizations * in order to 
transform society. (1990, p. 132) 
MCOD is a change process for assisting an organization in 
moving from its present level and stage of development to 
becoming more fully multicultural. What follows is an 
overview of the three levels and six stages in the 
multicultural development assessment model as outlined by 
Jackson and Holvino (1986) that serves as a conceptual 
core of MCOD theory: 
Level One: Monocultural 
In Stage 1, the "Exclusionary Stage,” the 
organization openly advocates White male supremacy and 
the oppression of minority groups. Examples include such 
groups as the KKK and the American Nazi Party. 
Stage 2, "The Club,” describes an organization 
that does not openly advocate White male supremacy, but 
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seeks to establish or maintain White male dominance and 
privilege. At this stage, White males establish 
organizational missions, policies, practices and norms 
that they see as '’correct.” Minorities must actively 
assimilate into appropriately assigned, (inferior) 
roles. Until recently, common examples of such 
organizations included many colleges and universities, 
country clubs, and a number of business associations such 
as the Rotary and Chambers of Commerce. 
Level Two: Non-Discriminating 
In the "Token EEO Organization," Stage 3, Jackson 
and Holvino describe an organization that is committed to 
removing some of the "riggedness" inherent in the "Club," 
but does not want to make too many "waves" by "rocking 
the boat" and challenging members racist, sexist or 
anti-Semitic attitudes or behaviors. This organization 
is apparent because it hires more minorities and women at 
the bottom of the hierarchy although the top echelons 
remain predominantly White and male. This stage may 
allow for the hiring of a token minority or White woman 
in management as long as she/he is a "team player." This 
"player" cannot challenge the organization’s mission, 
policies and practices, and is a "qualified" minority in 
the sense that they must be 150% competent to be taken as 
seriously as a White male counterpart. While this stage 
indicates an organization good at recruiting diversity 
into the lower ranks, it suffers from a revolving door 
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when it comes to retaining diversity within its 
management ranks. Another good indicator of this stage 
is that conflict is usually discouraged and remains 
underground or covert with few mechanisms for resolution 
(i.e., Ombuds, sexual or racial harassment policies, 
etc. ) . 
Stage 4, the "Affirmative Action" Stage, describes 
an organization committed to removing the inherent 
"rigidness" in the White male dominated organization and 
actively recruiting minorities and women for employment 
at all levels of the organization. The "Affirmative 
Action" organization actively supports the growth and 
development of minorities and women and encourages 
non-racist, non-sexist thinking and behavior in all its 
employees. Mechanisms are in place to help resolve 
issues involving conflict. This organization’s view of 
diversity expands to include Latina/os, Asian/Asian 
American-Pacific Islanders, Native Americans, the 
disabled, gays and lesbians, the elderly and other 
socially oppressed groups. However, at this stage, women 
and minorities are still required to conform to policies 
and practices, mission and norms established by White 
men. 
Level Three: Multicultural 
Stage 5 describes an organization in transition 
and is therefore called the "Self-Renewing" 
organization. This stage involves moving from being 
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anti-racist or anti-sexist to being multicultural. Here, 
the organization questions and examines all aspects of 
the organization (mission, operations, norms, management 
styles) to see if its racial/gender bias negatively 
affects its employees and its longevity, growth, and 
success. Benefits to being multicultural and ways to 
redefine the organization to include a wide array of 
perspectives are actively explored. The redefining 
organization is committed to developing policies and 
implementing practices that effectively distribute power 
among all the diverse groups in the organization. 
Finally there is Stage 6, the "Multicultural 
Organization." Because no organization currently exists 
which fits this stage, Stage 6 provides both a definition 
of what is a multicultural organization as well as 
vision. In this organization, observers can see the 
contributions and interests of diverse cultural and 
social groups in the mission, operations and product or 
service delivery. Members are from diverse social and 
cultural groups and are represented in all levels of the 
organization. This organization seeks to eradicate 
social oppression within house with sensitivity to all 
cultural and social groups whether or not they are 
represented in the organization. It also seeks to follow 
through on its broader social responsibility to 
combatting oppression in the community and society. 
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Yet MCOD is more than simply a model which assists 
change agents in diagnosing where an organization falls 
on the monocultural-to-multicultural continuum. As 
Driscoll observes: 
MCOD seems to represent the seed for a distinctive 
kind of organizational and social change theory 
and an eventual description of the kinds of 
practices that are needed to fulfill that vision" 
(1990, p. 129). 
While MCOD and OD share many historical, technological 
and theoretical similarities, there are at four key 
characteristics that distinguish OD from MCOD (Driscoll, 
1990 and Jackson & Holvino, 1986). These include: 
1) OD is essentially a management strategy while 
MCOD has as its goal the empowerment of diverse 
segments of the work force. 
2) Some in OD feel that while the content issues 
(e.g., diversity) within organizations are 
changing, they believe current OD processes are 
objective and sound. Many in MCOD argue that 
these processes (originally developed by White 
males) are subjective and require evaluation for 
cultural bias and effectiveness. 
3) Many OD practitioners and theorists contend 
that OD is value-neutral. MCOD is fueled by an 
vision of social liberation that intends to 
transform organizations in order to transform 
society. 
4) While OD sees the change agent as 
value-neutral, MCOD pays particular attention to 
change agent values and assumptions and the fit 
between those values and the MCOD change process. 
To characterize the relationship between these two forms 
of organizational change, Driscoll (1990) puts it 
succinctly by commenting, "...because of their 
fundamental differences in values, at minimum it seems 
MCOD could only be regarded as a renegade branch of OD" 
(p. 134). 
30 
It is surprising that in the midst of all this 
activity in the field of OD as well as in the emerging 
field of MCOD, universities, which have become great 
centers of knowledge, have not sought to understand their 
own internal functioning and management (Bennis, 1985). 
The pioneers in the field of Organizational Development 
have tested and developed practices and theories in the 
private sector while inquiry into the inner workings of 
their own institutions of higher education have, for the 
most part, been ignored. While great attention of late 
has gone to examining multicultural crises in the 
academy, little has been done to explore what exactly a 
multicultural organization in higher education might look 
like. 
What follows are some of the most recent 
organizational models of colleges and universities which 
we will examine as a means of differentiating them from 
traditional organizational development theory with its 
corporate/industrial bias. 
Institutions of Higher Education as Organizations 
The organizational characteristics of academic 
institutions are so different from other 
institutions that traditional management theories 
do not apply to them. Their goals are more 
ambiguous and diverse. They serve clients instead 
of processing materials. Their key employees are 
highly professionalized. They have unclear 
technologies based more on professional skills 
31 
than on standard operating procedures. They have 
"fluid participation" with amateur decision makers 
who wander in and out of the decision process. As 
a result, traditional management theories cannot 
be applied to academic institutions without 
carefully considering whether they will work well 
in that unique academic setting ((Baldridge, 
Curtis, Ecker & Riley, 1978, p.9). 
As discussed in the preceding section, much of 
traditional OD theory and MCOD practice has concerned 
itself with change in the corporate or industrial private 
sector. While many of the predominant theorists in 
Organizational Development operate from academic bases, 
few have addressed the phenomenon of undertaking 
Organizational Development in an academic setting. In 
the last ten years there has been some movement to 
rectify this imbalance. What this section will explore 
are five models for examining colleges and universities 
using organizational models specific to higher 
education. These will include the bureaucratic model, 
the collegium, the political model, organized anarchy, 
and the cybernetics model. 
These models are presented here as a means of 
making sense of organizational reality in much the same 
way that different lenses are used by photographers to 
capture different angles or perspectives on an image or a 
particular scene. Each offers a unique insight on a 
dynamic process. Each can assist the MCOD/Organizational 
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Development consultant in his/her attempt to be of 
greater service to institutions of higher education in 
the struggle to cope with change. 
The bureaucratic model refers to the traditional 
and formal organizational and management theories of Max 
Weber (1947). It focuses on hierarchies, predetermined 
procedures, rules, and regulations. It is basically a 
closed system, mechanistic and relatively authoritarian 
approach. The collegial model is based on the notion of 
a collegium or community of scholars (Millet, 1962; 
Demerath, Stephens, & Taylor, 1967). It is a rather 
ambiguous concept that favors full participation in 
decision-making, especially by the faculty. This 
community of scholars administers its own affairs, while 
bureaucratic officials have little influence. The 
political model (Baldridge, 1971) takes conflict as 
natural phenomenon and focuses on problems involving 
goals and values. It takes into account the role of 
interest groups, power and power blocs. Cohen and March 
(1974) examine eight metaphors of academic governance and 
conclude that academic institutions can best be described 
as organized anarchies that only vaguely resemble 
conventional notions of what universities and colleges 
are. The latest concept of institutions of higher 
education as cybernetic systems as developed by Birnbaum 
(1988) compares colleges and universities to open systems 
where organizational subsystems respond to a limited 
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number of inputs to monitor their operations and make 
corrections and adjustments as necessary. 
Because no two colleges or universities are alike, 
from time to time one model may be more useful in 
explaining the organizational nature of an individual 
institution. No institution of higher education is 
purely anarchistic, political, bureaucratic, cybernetic 
or collegial although all institutions of higher 
education have some elements of these five models. 
For each model we will examine the key elements 
and characteristics of the model; leadership qualities; 
decision-making processes; and some of the advantages and 
disadvantages of each approach. 
Higher Education as a Bureaucracy 
In a metaphorical sense bureaucracy has been 
described by Morgan (1986) as a "machine" in so far as it 
is highly impersonal and very mechanistic. Comments 
about being treated as "just a number" or "lost in the 
bureaucratic maze" begin to capture the flavor 
experienced by the new initiate unfamiliar with 
negotiating the many parts of the system. Students and 
faculty alike often complain about being the victims of 
an uncaring administrative apparatus that seems 
disconnected and faceless and prone to developing a life 
of its own. Many credit the success of Ronald Reagan to 
his appeal to get the "bureaucrats" off the back of the 
people. Comparisons to George Orwell’s Brave New Worlds 
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where people are treated as cogs caught in the wheel of a 
giant omnipresent social apparatus may seem extreme yet 
they are not unknown to those who have been caught in the 
nightmare of paperwork, rules and regulations associated 
with large university bureaucracies. 
The word bureaucracy is so burdened by 
associations with rigidity, waste and impersonal 
structures that merely mentioning it in the context of 
college life almost always provokes responses ranging 
from helpless shrugs to cries of rage. A useful 
discussion of bureaucracy must begin by using the word in 
a descriptive and analytical rather than a pejorative 
sense. Every structure not only provides certain 
benefits to the organization but at the same time makes 
other benefits more difficult to achieve. There is no 
one perfect structure, and, therefore, the creation of 
structure is a matter of trade-offs. 
The term bureaucracy refers to, "the type of 
organization designed to accomplish large-scale 
administrative tasks by systemically coordinating the 
work of many individuals” (Blau, 1956, p.3). 
Organizations with relatively few levels are considered 
"flat,” and those with more levels are considered 
"tall." 
Higher educational organizations are typically 
much flatter than business organizations of comparable 
size. Fewer levels lead to less distance in 
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communication and it means more people report to the same 
supervisor and therefore cannot be as closely monitored. 
People located near each other on the organizational 
chart are more likely to interact with - and therefore to 
mutually influence - each other than people who are 
distant on the chart (Birnbaum, 1988). 
Like other large organizations, universities have 
a formal authority hierarchy composed of, for example, 
deans, associate deans and faculty (Richman & Farmer, 
1974). One example of a formal academic hierarchy is 
shown in Appendix B, p. 225. 
Many colleges and universities have developed 
systematic divisions of labor, rights, and 
responsibilities and enforce them through a hierarchical 
control system. Individuals know what their jobs are, 
and they understand the limitations of their own 
responsibilities, and those of others. The emphasis on 
structure and rules that guide behavior increase 
organizational certainty and efficiency. Although 
college administrators and faculty often become 
frustrated with rules, rules serve many functions, and by 
themselves are neither good nor bad. As Perrow comments, 
’’They protect as well as restrict, coordinate as well as 
block, permit diversity as well as restrict it. They 
constitute the organizational memory and the means for 
change” (1979, p. 30). 
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Up to this point we have been examining colleges 
and universities as if they were single, monolithic 
entities. As Duryea has pointed out, 
Actually, however, one finds two bureaucracies... 
faculties have created a hierarchy of departments, 
schools and senates. This bureaucracy claims 
rights of control over the totality of the 
academic function. Administrators have formed a 
separate hierarchy to grapple with the immense 
tasks of management of essential yet supportive 
services (1973, p.35). 
In the academic bureaucracy, the right to make 
authoritarian decisions stems initially from a charter or 
legislation approved by a civil government. The titular 
head of most colleges or universities is the president or 
chancellor. The university president’s main source of 
power is the legitimacy conferred by the legal and 
organizational system, but this can be reinforced by the 
expertise she demonstrates through the performance of her 
role. A president often influences people through her 
performance as well as through her power to reward (and 
much less frequently through the power to punish). As a 
consequence, the office of the president has little 
referent power. Few things get done because people 
identify with her and eagerly embrace the president’s 
latest projects. 
The good bureaucratic president’s effect as a 
leader depends on the ability to delegate. "When 
exercising authority, the superior does not seek to 
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convince the subordinate, but only to obtain his 
acquiescence” (Simon, 1961, p. 11). This distinction is 
important because leadership is no longer defined by the 
power of the person giving an order but instead by the 
willingness of the person receiving it to accept it. 
As discussed earlier, colleges and universities 
contain within their borders two bureaucracies, one 
academic and one administrative. This concept will have 
significant bearing on our understanding of SHS and its 
administrative/decision-making practices. According to 
Birnbaum, 
...the days of the amateur administrator when 
faculty temporarily assumed administrative 
positions and then returned to the classroom are 
long since over at most institutions... Faculty 
and administrators fill different roles. The 
increasing numbers and importance of managers at 
all levels have led to administrative 
universities. ...Because of these changes, 
administrators become identified in the faculty 
mind with red tape, constraints and outside 
pressures that seek to alter the institution. 
They come to be seen by faculty as ever more 
remote from the central academic concerns that 
define the institution. Faculty, in turn, come to 
be seen by the administrators as self-interested, 
unconcerned with controlling costs or unwilling to 
respond to legitimate requests for accountability" 
(1988, p. 7). 
The problem of dualism exists at most universities 
as well as at some smaller colleges, but in both 
institutions the conflict between the academic and the 
administrative bureaucracies is often muted because one 
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control system so clearly dominates. At many 
universities, administrative authority is supreme 
(Birnbaum, 1988). 
One factor that perhaps contributes to this is 
that the legitimization of colleges and universities and 
their support by society depends on at least as much the 
appearance of regularity and stability as on the quality 
of their technical performance. As long as this 
continues to be true, bureaucratic structures and 
patterns may be expected to be an essential component of 
institutional life. It is also worth noting that the 
greater the level of professionalization of institutional 
staff members (i.e., faculty members), the less effective 
bureaucratic controls will be in coordinating their 
behaviors. The extent to which Professor of Sociology 
Worldfamous sees herself as President of the ASA, the 
less willing she may be to be to heed the directions of 
local administrators and their regulations. This may 
help explain why bureaucratic controls are usually less 
influential in dealing with faculty than in dealing with 
administrators. 
Faculty and administrators at colleges and 
universities commonly can be heard to grumble about 
bureaucratic procedures and red tape, and it is easy for 
them to ignore some of the advantages of their system. 
For example, the existence of written rules and 
regulations that seem to pose barriers to faculty or 
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student interests also has the complementary function of 
limiting administrative discretion (Birnbaum, 1988). 
Richman and Farmer, in their 1974 book, 
Leadership, Goals and Power In Higher Education critique 
the bureaucratic model. 
The main flaw in the bureaucratic model is that 
when applied (and it is still widespread in 
organizations of all types), it often does not 
work very well. We do not prefer bureaucracies 
over more democratic forms... however we recognize 
that there is an appropriate place and need for 
it, at least to some extent, in the governance of 
universities. In other words, we take a 
contingency approach regarding the different 
models - it depends on the situation (Richman and 
Farmer, 1974, p.29). 
A contingency approach to organizations suggests that 
there is no one best pattern but at the same time that 
not all patterns are equally effective (Galbraith, 
1973). In other words, in a given situation some ways of 
organizing are better than others - it all depends on the 
institution. 
Colleges and universities may differ from each 
other in a variety of important ways, and these systemic 
differences - particularly as they are reflected in the 
institution’s technology and environment - should 
significantly influence the ways its leaders should 
lead. Institutions with relatively stable technologies 
and environments should be able to function effectively 
using bureaucratic structures and rules. Complex 
environments and technologies call for a more open system 
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approach (Morgan, 1986). We will return to this concept 
of open systems later on in this paper in the section 
entitled "Organized Anarchy." 
To conclude this section, bureaucracies have both 
significant weaknesses and strengths; they are 
omnipresent in higher education. As such, this model 
merits the special attention and understanding of MCOD 
and Organizational Development practitioners attempting 
systems change in higher educational settings. Of 
particular interest in our examination of SHS is the 
notion of the dual bureaucracies consisting of often 
competing academic and administrative interests. 
The Collegial Model 
The terms collegium and collegiality are often 
used to refer to higher education. A recent study of 
college and university faculty by Bowen and Shuster 
suggests that collegiality has three major components: 
the right to participate in institutional affairs, 
membership in a "congenial and sympathetic company of 
scholars in which friendships, good conversation, and 
mutual aid can flourish," and the equal worth of 
knowledge in various fields that precludes preferential 
treatment of faculty in different disciplines (1986, p. 
55) . 
The institution that fits the collegial model best 
exhibits some of the following characteristics: 
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* Members have undergone specialized training 
(i.e. faculty and administrators have advanced 
academic or professional degrees). 
* Since hierarchy is not considered to be very 
important, interaction among members is 
informal in nature. 
* All members [not necessarily staff and 
students] have equal standing. 
* Decisions often take a long time and are 
ultimately made by concensus. [note: concensus 
does not require unanimity] 
* Views of senior faculty are more influential 
than those of their juniors. 
* Administration is understood to be subordinate 
to the collegium and carries out the 
collegium’s will. 
* An important condition for the maintenance of a 
true collegial culture is that it be 
comparatively small (Birnbaum, 1988, p.87). 
A collegium can be described as a community of 
individuals with shared interests which can be maintained 
only where face-to-face contact provides the necessary 
coordinating mechanisms to permit the development of a 
coherent culture (Birnbaum, 1988, p.91). Culture is 
present at any institution where myths, legends, stories, 
and symbols over time begin to assume meaning - help 
create a sense of community, and seem to inspire 
loyalty. While the concept of culture is not exclusive 
to the collegial model it is a strikingly good example of 
a form of organizational culture particular to higher 
education. 
The strength of collegiums varies widely. Strong 
cultures or collegiums are more likely to be found on 
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campuses that are small, have interdependent parts, are 
older, have experienced a dramatic birth or significant 
transformation, and have successfully engaged in a 
struggle for survival and status (Clark, 1983). 
Cultural differences among colleges and 
universities derive from basic assumptions and beliefs, 
not from superficial differences in administrative 
structure or academic programs (Schein 1985). 
Participants, clients, constituents all participate in 
and are carriers of the culture, although senior faculty 
may act as the ’’high priests” in the collegium. 
Whereas the overall size of most large 
universities might inhibit the development of a collegial 
culture, the concept of collegiality is still possible in 
subsystems within the larger system (such as in 
departments, institutes or program centers). Perkins 
comments, "Any sense of community built primarily on 
institutional loyalty is apparently in for rough going”. 
He forecasts, "The department or professional school may 
become a sub-community [a culture within a culture] in 
which people try to recapture or recreate the sense of 
community [or collegium] they find lacking in the 
institution as a whole” (1973, p. 63). Perkins quotes 
Harold L. Hodgekinson*s 1971 research as finding that 
there will be little or no institutional trust in the 
next decade and that appealing to the loyalty of either 
faculty or students will not be a good administrative 
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strategy. SHS’s relationship, as a separate community, 
to Greenpoint College will be discussed in the Chapter 
Five under the heading ’’Greenpoint College.” 
All collegiums have an administration to provide 
support services and to represent the college’s interests 
in varied arenas (for example, parents, legislators, 
unions). It is clearly understood by faculty that the 
administration is subordinate to the collegium and 
carries out the collegium’s will. Since members of the 
collegium are all equals there are no ’’bosses” . The 
president is not appointed, but rather is seen as 
anointed by the consensus of the faculty. Although 
faculty colleagues expect the president will make 
ordinary decisions without their consent, they see him or 
her as their agent rather than as an independent actor. 
He or she is seen by them not as a ’’boss” but rather as 
primus interpares. or ’’first among equals” (Birnbaum, 
1988, p. 89). 
While Perkins’s and Hodgekinson’s predictions may 
have been somewhat overly pessimistic, obviously the role 
of the college president and the task of leadership under 
such circumstance is a special one. Unlike the leader in 
the bureaucratic institution, the president in a 
collegial setting has few of the hierarchically-bestowed 
powers of her peers at Bureaucratic U. Birnbaum, in 
describing the college president in the collegium, says, 
... he is a leader partly because he is seen as 
having expertise in activities the group considers 
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important and partly because he is conforming to 
the groups’ norms. Both the president and 
faculty realize that the reliance on legitimate 
[bureaucratic] authority is an admission of 
weakness.. [he] knows that while he could probably 
win any campus battle because of his superior 
status, the long-term consequences of doing so 
would be to lose, rather than gain, power. But., 
there are few situations where the [collegial] 
president’s interests are different from those of 
the faculty... the higher the rank of a person in 
a group, the more nearly that person’s activities 
will conform to the expectations of the group. 
The group creates its own leaders, who are 
typically drawn from the group itself and who 
remain members of it in spirit (1988, p.100). 
In the collegium, leadership is based on mutual 
influence, and a leader’s ability to influence other 
people depends on one’s willingness, in turn, to be 
influenced by one’s colleagues (Homan, 1961). It is in 
this sense that a leader is "part creature and part 
creator of the organization in which he works.” 
(Demerath, Stephens & Taylor, 1967, p.41) 
The linear, rational decision-maker of the 
bureaucracy inhabits a discoverable world of objective 
reality. The collegial administrator lives in a 
non-linear, invented world of subjective interpretation. 
Leadership of this kind can be thought of as ”the 
management of meaning” (Smircich & Morgan, 1982) and 
leaders emerge because of their ability to frame reality 
in a way that provides the basis for action for members 
of the collegium. From a cultural perspective, then, 
leadership may to a great extent consist of symbolic 
action. ”When it is difficult to tell if the 
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organization is being effective, symbolic action taken by 
administrators becomes important. This is not to say 
that administrators can have no effect upon the collegium 
but rather that in most settings their role is probably 
not so much to create it as to sustain it once it is 
created” (Birnbaum, 1988, p.80). 
One of the disadvantages of the collegium model 
for administrators attempting change is that by simply 
giving directions they challenge the assumption of 
faculty equality. The collegial model makes the role of 
the president more of a social function than that of the 
bureaucratic president with her legally defined authority 
and legitimate and official functions. The dean is more 
likely to give the registrar a suggestion than an order, 
and therefore, some record keeping changes that the dean 
would like to see never happen. 
Similarly, procedures to follow-up and assess the 
consequences of decisions are often lacking, so once 
decisions have been reached they may not be implemented, 
or, if implemented, they may not be evaluated. As a 
consequence, many agreements reached on campus are never 
reduced to writing - if they are they get buried in 
files. Another disadvantage of the model is that there 
is little accountability in this system because decisions 
are made by consensus and no specific person is 
responsible. Moreover, if responsibility for improper 
behavior could be fixed, campus norms resist the 
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imposition of official sanctions, and informal sanctions 
(such as withdrawal of interaction) can only have a 
accumulative effect over an extended period of time 
(Birnbaum, 1988). So the term ’’community of scholars” 
may itself be self-contradictory. Good scholarship 
requires critical assessment of a colleague’s work, so 
that strong scholarship may weaken the sense of community 
(Weick, 1983a). 
The professional nature of colleges and 
universities may make the management of the collegium 
culture trying if not impossible and the role of senior 
administrators may be more symbolic than real. As we 
will see later in the section on ’’Organized Anarchy,” 
presidents may have little influence over outcomes when 
compared to other forces affecting organizational 
functioning. As such, ’’Successful leaders,” says 
Pfeffer, ’’are those who can separate themselves from 
organizational failures and associate themselves with 
organizational successes” (1977, p. 110). One of the 
more profound criticisms of the collegial model and the 
organizational culture concept is that it has a strong 
"harmony bias” that assumes away the possibility of 
conflict (Richman, 1974). 
The concepts of harmony bias as well as consensus, 
community and faculty’s relationship to authority will 
have particular relevance to the forthcoming examination 
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of SHS. The notion of conflict and power within the 
academy will be the subject of the next section. 
Colleges and Universities as Political Systems 
The political model takes conflict as a natural 
phenomenon and focuses on problems involving goal setting 
and values rather than on problems of maximizing 
efficiency in carrying out goals. It takes into account 
the role of interest groups and power blocs, and small 
groups of political elites tend to dominate the major 
decision-making processes (Richman, 1974). To examine 
colleges and universities as political systems is to 
focus attention on uncertainty, dissension, and 
conflict. It is important to remember that without 
interdependence among the parts, there would be no 
politics and no power. Political systems depend on some 
form of social exchange and mutual dependence. 
The idea that politics in the academy is somehow 
"dirty” reflects a larger social attitude no doubt 
reinforced by the recent presidential elections. Morgan, 
in his book Images of Organizations (1986), expresses the 
idea that "...organizations are supposed to be rational 
enterprises in which their members seek common goals and 
this tends to discourage discussion or attribution of 
political motives. Politics, in short, is seen as a 
dirty word. ... Aristotle advocated politics as a means 
of creating out of diversity while avoiding forms of 
totalitarian rule" (p.142). 
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The idea that politics is an unworthy endeavor 
reflects the misunderstanding that if people would only 
act in the best interests of society or their 
institution, they would agree on what to do. It assumes 
that the institution’s best interests are either known or 
knowable, rather than that different people, especially 
committed to what they believe to be the institution’s 
welfare can, in good faith, have completely different 
ideas of what that means and how that should be 
accomplished. 
Decisions about who gets what, when, and how in a 
democratic and pluralistic organization involve political 
processes which are appropriate means for resolving 
organizational conflict. It is a common fear that 
because groups contend for power and there are 
differences in their preferred outcomes, a politicized 
college would be typified by constant turmoil and 
instability. We hear a great deal of late about concerns 
about ’’political correctness” and the threat of 
’’balkanization” of college campuses embroiled in efforts 
to address multicultural concerns. There are several 
reasons why this is not the case. Thompson (1967) argues 
that organizations tend to develop quasi-stable dominant 
coalitions whose established power serves to inhibit 
overt conflict. 
This notion of a college or university as a 
political coalition is a central one. At many colleges 
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and universities that coalition is often composed of the 
president, senior administrators and the board of 
trustees. To consider a college as a political system is 
to consider it as a supercoalition with diverse 
interests, preferences and goals (Cyert & March, 1963). 
If the collegium can be metaphorically described as a 
family/culture, and the bureaucracy as a machine, then 
the political college can be seen as a shifting 
kaleidoscope of interest groups and coalitions. The 
patterns in the kaleidoscope are not static, and group 
membership, participants, and interests constantly change 
with emerging issues (Birnbaum, 1988). 
Some examples illustrating varied interests groups 
include: 
Older faculty forming an alliance and 
challenging retirement policies that were 
advocated by younger faculty concerned with 
lay-offs. 
A group of scientists connected to the ’’old 
boys" network coalescing to defend their 
department’s recruiting practices that are 
being challenged by faculty of color. 
The interests of different groups can be 
reflected even in the seating patterns of the 
Faculty Club, where the all-male members of a 
physical education department can be found at 
one table, while issues of campus sexism are 
being hotly debated at another table nearby. 
While present in all the organizational models to 
be discussed in this paper, a central element of the 
political model is the concept of power. According to 
French and Raven (1959), power is the ability to produce 
50 
intended change in others, to influence them so that they 
are more likely to act in accordance with one’s own 
preferences. Power is essential to coordinating and 
controlling the activities of people and groups in 
universities. There are many different ways of thinking 
about power. One influential typology has identified 
five kinds of power in social groups: coercive power. 
reward power, legitimate power. referent power and expert 
power (French and Raven, 1959). 
Coercive power is the ability to punish if a 
person does not accept one’s attempts at influence. 
Reward power is the ability of one person to offer or 
promise rewards to another or to remove or decrease 
negative influences. Legitimate power exists when both 
parties agree to a common code or standard that gives one 
party the right to influence another in a specific range 
of activities. A major source of legitimate power in 
college and universities is the acceptance of 
hierarchical authority structures. Referent power 
results from the willingness to be influenced by another 
because of one’s identification with the other (i.e. 
because of a shared discipline or equivalent years of 
tenure). Expert power is exercised when one person 
accepts influence from another because of the belief that 
the other person has some special knowledge or competence 
in a specific area. 
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As the collegium discussion indicated, colleges 
and universities avoid legitimate power in favor of 
referent and expert power because it is less likely to 
cause alienation and produce committed participants who 
are influenced through the manipulation of symbols. 
Faculty members on many campuses are likely to be 
influenced more by internalized principles of academic 
freedom and ethical behavior, and by communications from 
colleagues who are seen as sharing their values (informal 
leaders) than by salary increases or threats of 
administrative sanction (Birnbaum, 1988). Richman feels: 
Effective leadership is often based more on 
influence than on formal authority or power, 
especially in academic institutions. Influence 
stems from personal qualities and situational 
factors. Although formal authority and official 
power are needed to ratify and implement academic 
decisions, those behind decisions may have 
considerable influence and possibly much informal 
power but not any formal power or authority (1974, 
p. 158). 
These informal or ’’back stage” leaders can be key players 
in any OD or MCOD change effort. 
Just who exactly has the power on college campuses 
is often the focal point for heated debates. Richman 
refers to Gross and Grambsch’s 1971 study saying: 
that the power structure of universities had not 
changed if structure means the pattern of relative 
distribution of power. Presidents continued to 
sit on top, with trustees and other key 
administrators not far behind and students fairly 
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far down. But Gross and Grambsch felt that the 
modest gains made by students were impressive, 
especially since no comparable gain was shown by 
the administrators. In our view... it is likely 
that power conflicts between faculty members and 
administrators have increased and will continue to 
do so... given the serious financial problems 
confronting them. (1974, p.163) 
In more recent literature, Birnbaum refers to the 
concept of the institution as a "supercoalition" by 
acknowledging that "...the central power figure is the 
one who can manage the coalition... At most colleges and 
universities, that individual is [still] the president" 
(1988, p. 147). 
However, the role and place of faculty in any 
change process confounds many OD consultants in the field 
of higher education. Besse observes that, "faculty... 
tend to think of themselves as being the university. 
This leaves the board of trustees with little authority 
over the [major] functions of the university" (1973, p. 
109) . 
The pressing question today is, "Shall the 
university be controlled by trustees, administrators or 
by the faculty"? The answer to this question is 
important because faculty and lay trustees have different 
backgrounds and values. Approximately forty percent of 
all board members are business people (College Governing 
Boards, 1986) who are more likely to see their 
institutions as comparable to business firms in their 
structures and authority patterns and to support the idea 
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of "top-down" [bureaucratic] management. Trustees are 
generally more conservative than faculty" (Harnett, 
1969) . 
Interestingly, during most of the history of U.S. 
colleges, at least until the early decades of this 
century, boards of trustees held most of the power. 
Presidents were their agents and possessed little 
independent authority. Yet the most striking change in 
the politics of American higher education has been the 
decrease in the influence of the boards of trustees and 
presidents and the corresponding increase in the 
influence - and often outright independence - of 
faculty. As we shall discover, the debate over control 
of SHS has both an administrative vs. faculty dimension 
as well as a racial dimension. With the onset of the 
student demonstrations of the sixties and seventies, 
there has been a gain in limited influence by students 
as well (Wise, 1968, p.21). 
It should be noted that where students have 
mounted massive and disruptive campaigns of protest which 
have forced their institutions to deal with them, limited 
long-term changes seem to result. As Wise points out, 
"students at the college ... seldom form a unified, 
direct action political force which can be sustained over 
a period of time sufficient to counteract faculty and 
administrative continuity. Furthermore, student 
influence is seldom effective unless it is allied with 
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faculty influence" (1968, p. 52). Wise does add that 
higher education should not resist the incorporation of 
students into the processes of college government. He 
advocates their inclusion as a means of reducing student 
alienation and insuring that the political process will 
continue in a more orderly and less disruptive fashion 
(1968, p.66). 
Although it was stated earlier that absolute power 
of the board of trustees has waned since the beginning of 
the century, the U.S. system still provides that supreme 
authority for the college shall be vested in the board of 
trustees. "Our system was designed to avoid government 
control of the college, but it was also designed to 
provide direct representation of public interest in the 
control of the college. One result has been a delicate 
balance of powers existing between the public interest 
and the internal interests in the college... " (Wise, 
1968, p. 59). In more recent writings on the balance 
between government and higher education Birnbaum 
observes, "The major external force limiting 
institutional autonomy is the exercise of the increased 
authority by the states" (1988, p.16). Nowhere will this 
observation seem more relevant than in the forthcoming 
discussion of SHS’s New Haven site and its relationship 
to the State Licensing Board. 
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To this point, we have named faculty, students, 
administrators and boards of trustees as well as 
government as having a power interest and exercising 
leadership. Yet other external influences on the college 
beyond government authority are also significant. Wise 
writes, 
In spite of recent developments in government 
influence, the principal external influences on 
the conduct of education in the private college 
continues to be exerted by voluntary associations, 
the professional societies and special interest 
groups. The educational associations and 
professional societies developed an alternative to 
government regulation, ..[the]... accreditation 
process (1968, p.59). 
While public colleges and universities are more closely 
linked to the government, these educational and 
professional associations and their accreditation 
processes also make themselves felt on state campuses as 
well, even if to a lesser extent. 
Many state institutions have come to discover that 
power of the private donor is becoming increasingly 
f elt. 
The dependency of the college on voluntary support 
of the annual budget exposes the institution to 
influence from individuals and groups in direct 
and indirect ways. Public relations programs must 
try and present a favorable impression of the 
college. Actions of faculty and students which 
violate the mores of the supporters of the college 
must be discouraged [i.e., protesting investment 
in South Africa] or at least muted. Departures 
from traditional academic programs must be 
carefully weighed to avoid alienation of the 
patrons. Thus the internal operations of the 
college and the exercise of influence and 
leadership are affected, in most cases towards a 
conservative position*’ (Wise, 1968, p.61). 
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What these examples point to is that the power of 
interest groups to veto is often substantial power indeed 
and constitutes leadership of a conservative nature. 
Wise observes that, "The most important characteristic of 
the political system of the college...is that the power 
to veto outweighs the power to adapt and to initiate 
change" (1968, p.63). This leads us to a discussion of 
the role of the faculty. 
As a political force in the college, faculty have 
customarily confined their leadership interests to issues 
concerning academic requirements, calendars and social 
regulation of the student body. They have, on occasion, 
used their veto power over proposals made by the board of 
trustees and the president. Yet according to Wise, "They 
almost never initiate fundamental change in the purpose 
or procedures of the college - partly because they give 
so little attention to such matters, and partly, one 
suspects, because their preparation failed to develop 
either the background or the perspective necessary to 
deal with such complex matters" (1968, p.50). 
The increase in external forces effecting the 
campus seems to create a cycle of behaviors which 
reinforces the institution’s conservatism and resistance 
to change. The presence of external funding and control 
agencies has resulted in the loss of some administrative 
control. "Neither faculty nor administrators feel able 
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to take command since neither group fully understands the 
enterprise or has enough control of its resources... as 
individuals and groups lose their ability to institute 
change... they increasingly tend to assert their 
influence and status by acting as veto blocks, thus 
increasing institutional conservatism” (Clark Kerr, 1982, 
p.30). The resulting outcome is more commitment to the 
"status quo” mainly because the "status quo" is the only 
initiative that cannot be vetoed. 
What this has led to in numerous institutions is a 
state of apathy requiring the leader in the political 
institution to play a very special role. This is not 
surprising if we accept the premise that in general, when 
the chances for success are low and the benefits can be 
achieved without participation, most people (including 
faculty) will not bother to participate. While some 
presidents and administrators are given to complaining 
about "faculty apathy," under these circumstances their 
behavior could be interpreted as rational! 
This brings us to the critical role of 
presidential leadership in the political model. To 
identify the issues, to reduce the costs of 
participation, to elicit support, and to provide added 
incentives or coercion when necessary to induce 
involvement can be key roles for a political leader. 
Some other characteristics of a good political leader 
include (Birnbaum, 1988, p. 145): 
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* Giving high priority to informally learning 
about concerns and attitudes of constituents. 
* Giving low priority to data and analyzing 
reports. 
* Knowing where to be when; "timing is 
everything." 
* Using consensus and diplomacy as reliable 
tools. 
* Exercising "flexible rigidity"; being willing 
to compromise on means but unwilling to 
compromise on ends. 
* Seeing conflict and disagreement as normal 
versus indicating organizational pathology. 
* Being a realist; trying to understand the 
dynamics of the institution not as you’d like 
it to be but as it really is. 
A major advantage of political systems is they 
allow decisions to be made even in the absence of clear 
goals. Political systems also simplify the influence 
process, since it need not include everyone in the 
organization but only their representative (Weick, 
1979) . 
In the everyday world of campus life, one 
frequently hears references to the "faculty as all 
powerful" or the "administration as all powerful." 
Because dualism of controls is a reality on many campuses 
there is regular conflict between administrative and 
professional interests. Yet there is also conflict 
within these groups as well. The president and deans can 
have conflicting interests, trustees often do battle, and 
faculty senates can be the scene of intense if not 
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explicit conflict. While the view that one group is all 
powerful may often be valid it can also be misleading. 
An advantage can be that in the political model 
there is conflict, due not only to dual bureaucracies, 
but also due to conflict within interest groups. Some 
groups will be stronger than others and have more power, 
but no one group is strong enough to dominate all the 
others all the time (Birnbaum, 1988). 
Like the bureaucratic and collegial model, the 
political model can not only be misleading but it has 
some disadvantages as well. Some groups can control 
information as a source of power to achieve their own 
ends, and this can weaken the overall organization’s 
effectiveness as well as work to the detriment of other 
units within the university. On numerous colleges and 
universities, coalitions of the privileged (often 
perceived as white males) arise that can be interpreted 
as unconcerned about the rights or protection of the less 
privileged (such as women and people of color). 
Further criticism of the political model leveled 
by Richman are: 
...it is not useful in all situations and under 
all conditions. The political model does not 
attempt to deal with the management process, 
especially the functions of management, in a 
comprehensive way; nor does it focus on what the 
president should do and not do. It is not 
intended to be normative or prescriptive, and thus 
far, has been essentially descriptive and 
explanatory" (1974, p.31). 
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We leave this section by quoting Daniel Bell in 
the 1973 Report for the Carnegie Commission on Higher 
Education, "... the university must become, more 
formally, a political community in which the making of 
policy decisions is open and subject to debate and to 
some form of confirmation by the relevant constituencies 
in the university” (Perkins, 1973, p.75). 
Colleges and Universities as Organized Anarchies 
In this section we will first examine open systems 
theory and its application to higher education as a means 
of understanding a form of open system called ’’organized 
anarchy.” Birnbaum quotes Katz and Rosensweig by 
defining a system as "an organized whole that has two or 
more dependent parts (or subsystems) and is separated 
from its environment by a boundary” (Birnbaum, 1988, 
p.30). Systems are hierarchical as they are made up of 
smaller systems and are themselves part of larger 
systems. 
For example, Professor Smith and Chairperson 
Freyre represent a subsystem of the organizational 
development program of a fictional college, which is a 
subsystem of the education department, which in turn is a 
subsystem of our fictional college, which is itself a 
subsystem of an informal statewide network of 
institutions. Each of these could be studied as a system 
onto itself or as a subsystem of the larger unit or as 
units within the statewide system. 
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In higher education, one of these subsystems can 
be seen to include faculty, department chairs and 
research labs and is referred to as a technical 
subsystem. The administrative subsystem includes 
regulations, department chairs and the budget. One helps 
turn inputs (i.e. students and funding) into outputs 
(graduates and research). The other helps to coordinate 
and direct the college or university. 
These subsystems are both similar and different, 
yet each contributes something and receives something 
from the whole which, in turn, is interdependent with the 
larger environment. For example, changes in Admissions’ 
practices (i.e., the introduction of students of color) 
may impact on Faculty hiring (the need to recruit more 
faculty of color). The whole is not just the sum of the 
parts - there is synergy (the whole becomes greater than 
the sum of its parts). The system itself can be 
explained as a totality yet changes in one subsystem, or 
in the supersystem (the environment) often impact on 
other subsystems. There are two kinds of broad systems 
in the environment. One is called a closed system and 
the other is referred to as an open system. As Richman 
explains: 
Closed systems stem primarily from the physical 
sciences and are applicable to mechanistic 
systems. A closed system is self-contained and 
deterministic. Traditional or classical 
management theories - including those dealing 
with bureaucracies - have essentially been on a 
closed system approach... With an open systems 
approach the organization and its management is 
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conceptualized as as a continuously 
importing-transporting-exporting system (Mauer, 
1974)... an open system does not simply engage in 
interchanges with the environment. The exchange 
is an essential factor underlying the system’s 
viability... An open system seeks multiple goals, 
and the individuals, constituencies, subunits, and 
subsytems involved often have different values and 
objectives... Most analyses of university and 
college administration have a predominately closed 
system orientation... Such an approach considers 
the the institution as much more of a closed 
system than it is in reality. In contrast, an 
open system approach examines both internal and 
external relationships, including the impact of 
political, social, and economic forces on the 
institution and its management (1974, p.5). 
Picking up on this theme of the academic 
institution as an open system, we can observe that closed 
systems have boundaries that are rigid and impenetrable 
and limit the kind of interaction that takes place with 
the environment. Closed systems are linear, the system’s 
parts do not change; cause and effect is predicted with 
great accuracy. In open systems such as colleges, the 
boundaries are relatively permeable, and interactions of 
many kinds are likely to occur between the environment 
and many of the system’s subsystems. Open systems are 
dynamic and non-linear. The system’s parts are 
themselves systems, they constantly change as they 
interact with themselves and the environment (Birnbaum, 
1988, p.34). 
An important concept in discussing open systems 
theory is the contingency approach. A critical element 
of an effective and healthy open system is its ability to 
interact with its environment and adjust to 
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"contingencies" or changes in that environment. The 
contingency approach takes into account the complex 
nature of organizations and their managements and 
attempts to describe how they operate under varying 
conditions (Richman, 1974). 
The now classic example of the contingency 
approach is that of the home thermostat. It operates as 
an open system because it is able to interact with its 
environment (the home) by reading changes in the 
temperature and, contingent on falling or rising 
temperatures, it is able to adjust the amount of heat 
necessary to keep the home at an acceptable temperature. 
We will use the term "loose coupling" to refer to 
connections between subsytems that may be infrequent, 
circumscribed, weak in their mutual effects, unimportant 
or slow to respond (Weick, 1976). Colleges and 
universities can be seen as open systems engaged in a 
number of "loose coupling" processes with their 
environments. These institutions can be thought of as 
composed of subsystems that are relating to each other 
through their shared organizational elements. 
Thinking of higher education as consisting of 
loosely coupled systems can be helpful. While loose 
coupling can cause problems for administrators who wish 
to correct problems or promote change, it also serves 
' V- 
important functions in both preserving institutions and 
making them adaptable and responsive. Changes in one 
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part of the organization may affect other parts through a 
sequence of relations rather than directly. Responses to 
administrative action may occur long after the action 
itself has happened (Birnbaum, 1988). 
Loose coupling makes it possible for a college or 
university to develop subsystems that respond separately 
to the often conflicting demands of a complex 
environment. A case in point would be the college which 
is faced with the seemingly conflicting demands of 
increasing test scores for entering students while 
increasing access for low income and minority students. 
The loose coupling concept explains how the 
college is able to develop a first year students’ honors 
program while simultaneously initiating an equal 
opportunity program. These two subsystems are able to 
respond separately to a demanding environment and thus 
make the organization more adaptable. Rather than being 
considered as evidence of a bureaucratic system out of 
control, loose coupling can be seen as an adaptive 
device essential to the survival of an open system 
(Weick, 1976). While in the bureaucratic model the 
emphasis is on tight coupling and rigid controls, 
effective administration in the open system may depend 
not on overcoming loose coupling but, rather, on 
accessing and understanding it. 
Even an open system can be more or less open, and 
the effectiveness of some universities (or subsystems of 
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the institution) may be enhanced by adjusting the extent 
to which they are relatively open or closed to influences 
from the environment. There are instances where academic 
institutions may wish to increase the degree of tight 
coupling (i.e., in financial reporting systems during 
tight money years) or during periods of political 
extremism (guaranteeing freedom of speech). Opinions 
over the loosening or tightening of the open system will 
be important to our later examination of SHS’s 
relationship with its host institution of Greenpoint 
College. 
The model developed to describe the open system 
where boundaries are wide open and everyone does as they 
wish has been referred to as "organized anarchy." Ideas 
such as open systems, loose coupling, and boundaries 
discussed earlier can be a useful basis for viewing a 
university as an organized anarchy. 
However, just as the term "bureaucracy" evokes 
disdain among some, so is the term "anarchy" overlaid 
with similar negative preconceptions, as we will clearly 
see is the case among many SHS faculty. The temptation 
to prejudge the notion can be tempered if we remember 
that the term "organized anarchy" has two words. A 
college is organized. It has structures, policies, rules 
and procedures. There are standardized procedures for 
information flow and communication and many decisions 
follow prescribed processes. In addition, an academic 
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institution has a culture and exists within a still 
larger culture, both of which increase the probability 
that certain behaviors will take place and decreases the 
probability of others. In this manner, it becomes easier 
to understand that as an "organized anarchy," we do not 
refer to an institution in complete disarray but, rather, 
an institution which falls into the definition of an open 
system with very open boundaries. 
What then does an organized anarchy look like? 
The characteristics of an organized anarchy include 
(Birnbaum, 1988; Cohen & March, 1974): 
1) Problematic goals and ambiguity of purpose. 
2) Unclear technology - when goals are vague and 
no one exactly knows how the technology works. 
3) Fluid participation - people move in and out 
of various parts of the organization and there 
are probably few, if any, occasions in which 
decisions on two related issues are made by the 
same people. 
4) Ambiguity of power. 
5) Ambiguity of success. 
Decision-making in the organized anarchy often 
follows the "garbage-can" model of decision making 
developed by Cohen and March (1974). By this we refer to 
the tendency of some colleges and universities to use 
structures or committees to act as garbage cans or dumps 
that absorb problems, solutions, and participants like a 
sponge to prevent them from disturbing arenas in which 
leaders wish to act. 
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An example of this phenomenon in action is the 
profusion recently of Presidential Commissions on 
Diversity or Racism which issue reports that remain 
unread or unacted upon. There also may be permanent, 
structured garbage cans, such as an academic senate that 
functions to draw unwanted participants, problems and 
solutions away from critical arenas. 
In the midst of such an organization as this, the 
role of the leader is especially important and 
challenging. Some advice offered by Birnbaum to those 
who find themselves leading in the midst of an organized 
anarchy include the following tips: 
* Look like a university president and appear 
knowledgeable and people will assume that the 
university is well run. [There is an old adage 
in some higher education circles that in order 
to look presidential, a candidate should do two 
things to cultivate the proper look. The first 
is to have silver hair to give the impression 
of maturity and years of experience. The 
second is to suffer from hemorrhoids so people 
will assume just the right amount of concern 
from your face as you leave or arrive at 
important meetings]. 
* Try to shape values, symbols and emotions that 
affect how people interpret what happens; try 
and change perceptions. [The recent example of 
the university president who sent a basket of 
fruit to students involved in a building 
takeover is an example of shaping symbols and 
emotions]. 
Cohen and March (1974) offer eight tactical rules 
for use by those who seek to exert influence in the 
academic realm. These include: 
1) Spend time - Identify a small number of 
important decisions. 
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2) Persist - Focus attention and follow-up on a 
limited agenda. 
3) Exchange Status for Substance - exchange 
prestigious committee assignments and share 
credit. 
4) Facilitate Opposition Participation - Tempers 
the opposition by investing them in the process 
and provides them information to see a broader 
reality. 
5) Overload the System - Some proposals collect 
"garbage” while some will slip by if the 
university has more proposals that it can 
respond to, 
6) Provide garbage cans - places that attract 
other peoples’ garbage and keeps them away from 
your proposal. 
7) Manage Unobtrusively - identify small 
unobtrusive changes with large-scale effects 
without generating opposition. 
8) Interpret history - history provides the 
rationale and precedent for much of what 
happens on a campus today. (An example here 
would be using a founder’s tradition of 
"openness to diversity" to facilitate increased 
enrollments of racial minorities on 
predominantly white college campuses.) 
One of the qualities of an organized anarchy is 
that it allows campus constituents to substitute belief 
for action. For example, administrators give visible 
attention to doing or saying what is expected of them by 
important constituencies, such as state regulatory 
bodies, then the belief is formed that the university 
must be well-managed (Bolman and Deal, 1984). 
A clear advantage of the open anarchy approach is 
that its loose coupling is particularly advantageous in a 
complex and turbulent environment. Any university that 
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has a variety of semi-independent subsytems can be more 
sensitive and responsive to change in different parts of 
its environment. Organized anarchy’s focus on individual 
activities and the general lack of administrative 
controls is exemplified in the parable of the honors 
program and the equal opportunity program. If the 
subsystems were as tightly coupled as they are in more 
bureaucratic organization, these autonomous activities 
would quickly tear the system apart. The point here is 
that, in some cases, the college as an organized anarchy 
can be seen not as a system out of control but as a 
functional response of an organization to multiple and 
conflicting demands on its attention, priorities and 
resources. 
A critique of organized anarchy and especially the 
garbage can method of decision-making is that it is only 
of limited help to the college or university in providing 
it with real answers to serious problems. The "garbage 
can" approach, although relevant and realistic for many 
organizations, invites a "garbage dump" approach to the 
allocation and utility of scarce resources (Richman, 
1974 ) . 
Another troubling disadvantage of this model is 
that, because it is so decentralized, small initial 
actions may have extremely large consequences. Because 
interactions in the organized anarchy are often 
non-linear, the outcomes may not be predictable and are 
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quite often different from those the leadership 
intended. A case in point (Hurst, 1986) is the recent 
story of a racial brawl at a major university that 
initially began when a suggestion to beef up campus 
security for a traditionally rowdy campus event was 
ignored. Something that began as an exchange between a 
desk sargeant and his unit supervisor ended in national 
headlines and a year of campus protest and upheaval. 
Both an advantage and disadvantage of the 
organized anarchy model is that it allows for 
sophisticated management systems that do not really 
affect what happens on a campus (Bolman and Deal, 1984). 
Burdensome state or local regulations can be sidestepped 
by implementing them without providing any real 
monitoring systems. Unfortunately, in this same way, 
affirmative action plans are approved that do not 
increase minority recruitment. Universities can 
rhapsodize on the importance of teaching while promoting 
only those faculty who bring in huge sums of research and 
grant monies. 
A final word on the future of the organized 
anarchy model in higher education. Anarchistic 
institutions flourish when resources are abundant and in 
excess of the level needed to function. They may be 
expected to diminish when resources decline and difficult 
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choices must be made. Yet as long as universities remain 
decentralized and unpredictable, and effective means for 
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evaluation are in dispute, some colleges and universities 
are likely to function as the organized anarchy model 
suggests (Birnbaum, 1988). 
Colleges and Universities as Cybernetic Systems 
In this section we will explore a model for 
understanding how academic institutions coordinate large 
and complex open systems. Cybernetic controls are 
self-correcting mechanisms that monitor organizational 
functions and provide attention cues, or negative 
feedback, to participants when things are not going well 
(Birnbaum, 1988). Systems of negative feedback detect 
and correct errors so that when something happens at a 
college that moves the college in an undesirable 
direction, something else automatically moves it back on 
to a predetermined course (Morgan, 1986). Direction is 
not provided by one leader or manager but by the 
spontaneous corrective action of the college’s parts. 
These control systems function in much the same 
way as the house thermostat discussed earlier in the 
"Organized Anarchy" section. It turns the furnace up 
when the temperature falls below a predetermined limit 
and turns it down when the temperature falls within the 
desired range. In much the same way, colleges and 
universities have a number of goals whose achievement 
must fall within an arena of acceptability. Activities 
at colleges and universities are often regulated by two 
kinds of control systems that operate within constraints 
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established by the organization (Birnbaum, 1988). These 
control systems can be seen as functioning as 
"organizational thermostats." 
The first system consists of explicit controls 
manifested in organizational rules and regulations. A 
good example is that if a department tries to purchase a 
xerox machine beyond its budget (and therefore moves 
outside the predetermined area of acceptability) the 
purchase order is immediately returned marked "account 
overdrawn" and the budget is returned to its desired 
state. Another example could be that of an all white, 
male department which hired a new faculty person who is 
also white and male although there were qualified faculty 
of color and women available. Because the system has a 
desired goal state of racial and gender diversity, the 
Affirmative Action Office would intervene to reopen the 
search in the interests of diversifying the department 
and meeting the systems desired goals. These are often 
seen in the structural controls of a college or 
university♦ 
The second kind of system includes implicit 
controls developed through the interaction of individuals 
and groups that lead them to shared attitudes and a 
desire for a sense of community and group cohesion. 
These are the "social controls" of a cybernetic system. 
For example, a faculty member who regularly seems to be 
flirting with and teasing his female teaching assistants 
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is approached by the department chair who says, "several 
of our female graduate students are complaining about the 
department because of what they perceive as an overly 
sexual and hostile climate.” By responding with a look 
of concern, the faculty member confirms the seriousness 
of sexual harassment, and the chair and the faculty 
member strengthen their implicit agreement about it. 
Structural controls and social controls are 
organizational feedback loops that are sensitive to 
selected factors in the environment. They accomplish two 
things. First, they allow for minor adjustments in 
ongoing organizational processes (for example sending a 
notice when a department exceeds its budget). But, if 
minor adjustments are not the answer, they can initiate 
action to alter the organizational processes themselves 
(such as changing the purchasing system or bringing the 
issue of sexual harassment to the faculty senate). These 
negative feedback loops provide information that 
something is wrong. It is a kind of adaptive behavior 
that creates a reasonably stable academic institution 
(Ashby, 1960). 
A cybernetic institution is only as good as its 
negative feedback loops. By that we mean that the 
system can only be effective if environmental 
disturbances are sensed and negative feedback is then 
generated by organizational sub-units that monitor these 
data (i.e. the Affirmative Action Office or the 
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Purchasing Department). The cybernetic leader ensures 
that appropriate monitoring devices are in place and that 
information generated will be reviewed by monitors. 
Leaders can impact on the system as they increase the 
number of participants in the monitoring system. Doing 
so will increase the organization’s sensitivity to 
important changes in the environment (Chaffee, 1987). 
Cybernetic systems tend to run themselves much 
like the home thermostat described earlier. Upper-level 
administration tend to respond to "hot spots" through 
selected interventions rather than by engaging in 
dramatic attempts to change organizational functioning. 
This can explain the timeless expression "the squeaky 
wheel gets the grease." The leader’s task is to keep the 
institution’s "lawlessness within bounds" (Kerr, 1963, 
p.35). In short, the cybernetic leader pays attention to 
what is wrong and the "squeaky wheel" is the attention 
cue in the negative feedback loop. 
The job of the cybernetic leader is also to decide 
which wheel is squeaking and whether it is important 
enough to grease. She knows that appropriate corrective 
responses are available in ongoing institutional 
systems. The problem becomes which feedback loops to 
activate or deactivate. Albert H. Bowker, former 
chancellor of the City University of New York, once 
described his job as walking around with two cans from 
which he poured liquid on fires; one can contained water 
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and the other oil. Cybernetic leaders do not have to 
start fires; they can usually affect institutional 
functioning by choosing which can to use on the fires 
that already exist. 
Good cybernetic leaders are modest because they 
recognize that they preside over a system so complex they 
cannot possibly fully understand it, so they adopt three 
laws of medicine: ”If it’s working, keep doing it. If 
it’s not working, stop doing it. If you don’t know what 
to do, don’t do anything” (Konner, 1987, p. 21). 
Leaders in a cybernetic institution, as in the 
collegium, may have little influence over actual events, 
but they can be crucial elements in an institution’s 
interpretation of those events and what they may come to 
symbolize. As Bolman and Deal observe, the institution 
is in part a stage, and "problems arise when actors play 
their parts badly, when symbols lose their meaning, when 
ceremonies and rituals lose their potency” (1986, p.6). 
As symbolic leaders, presidents who consistently 
articulate the core values of a college or university and 
relate them to all aspects of institutional life 
revitalize myths that can lead people to create a 
self-fulfilling prophecy. A college president who 
reinforces and dramatizes the importance of access, for 
example, by symbolic acts such as telling stories of 
underprepared students who "made it” may have as great an 
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influence on some faculty behavior as one who pressures 
faculty to start a new program (Birnbaum, 1988). 
However, there are at least two situations in 
which cybernetic leaders must become directive and 
intrusive. One occurs when the organization is exposed to 
an external shock - such as a sudden loss of funds - 
creating a crisis. This situation requires a direct 
leadership intervention to make changes since the 
university’s survival may be at stake. This is often 
risky and may fail since no one really knows how to 
drastically reduce a budget in mid-year. In cases such 
as these, active intervention by the leader is often 
widely supported because of the obviousness of the 
threat. 
The other situation occurs when the leader 
believes that the college is operating at an unacceptable 
level of performance and there are few if any current 
college processes that can be activated to achieve the 
desired goals. In this scenario, the leader may attempt 
to shock the system by infusing major new loops into the 
ongoing processes of the college. Birnbaum cautions here 
that, 
The outcomes of such attempts cannot be predicted; 
the result can be institutional renewal or 
institutional chaos and leadership replacement. 
This is the most risky of leadership behaviors in 
the cybernetic system, because it is usually 
opposed by campus participants who see it as a 
threat to themselves, rather than as a response to 
a problem (1988, p. 198). 
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One of the obvious advantages of this model is 
that it allows college administration to not have to pay 
attention to everything all the time. Once systems for 
monitoring are in place, they do not ordinarily require 
the attention of senior executives. In this way 
administrators are freed to deal with exceptions. 
Another benefit of the cybernetic model is that, as a 
model, it explains much of what is happening in many 
academic institutions. This makes it a useful tool for 
those who are often lost trying to make sense of the 
bewildering array of seemingly irrational behaviors 
occurring on many college campuses. 
Unfortunately, because it is engaged in looking at 
effects and not causes, the model encourages the kind of 
reactive versus pro-active leadership qualities often 
needed in colleges and universities struggling with new 
and unanticipated dilemmas. The cybernetic model is 
unlikely to rationally calculate in advance the probable 
outcomes for the new activities it selects. The tendency 
to attend to the "squeaky wheel" has the potential to 
lead administrators away from problems that have a long 
dormancy period (i.e. racial tensions on campuses) or 
those that are "silent but deadly" (i.e. sexual 
harrassment). In so doing, they miss critical 
opportunities to gather data, build relationships and 
develop familiarity with important subsystems until it is 
too late to do anything but exercise damage control. 
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"The only thing more useful than a good theory is 
a lot of good theories" (Birnbaum, 1988, p. 209). By 
exploring these five theories of colleges and 
universities as organizations, it has been my intention 
to examine some of the most current ways of understanding 
how colleges and universities operate. For each model we 
have examined the core elements and characteristics of 
the approach; leadership qualities; how decisions are 
made; and some of the advantages and disadvantages of 
each frame. 
As stated at the beginning of this section, 
colleges and universities differ in such key 
organizational factors as size, culture, history and 
programs - and the institutions themselves constantly 
change. If the general untidiness of many academic 
administrations is taken as a sign of dysfunction rather 
than as a normal and expected response to non-linear 
systems that have distinct technologies and environments, 
there may be an irresistable pressure to adapt new 
management techniques. To follow a set recipe or 
prescription may lead to a form of leadership tidiness 
out of sync with the organization. Furthermore, a model 
that worked at a previous institution may work havoc in a 
new one. As discussed in the section on Organized 
Anarchy, the contingency approach to leadership may be 
the most prudent solution to avoid falling into the "one 
solution fits all" trap. 
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Indeed, the most effective leader may be she who 
learns to look at the institution using multiple frames 
rather a single one. There is evidence that such 
complexity can actually lead to more effective 
organizational behavior as well as more accurate 
perceptions (Bartunek, Gordon, & Weathersby, 1983). 
Using multiple frames means that a president can 
dissemble a process, such as affirmative action, for 
example, and use ’’political jockeying for position, 
bureaucratic channels for review, and a collegial summary 
session” (Chaffee, 1983) while simultaneously engaging in 
symbolic acts that cause people to modify their 
perceptions. 
For most institutions, none of the five models 
discussed here can dominate the others without leading to 
severe dysfunction. None of these models provides all 
the answers to understanding how colleges work. The 
special role of the leader is to maintain a balanced 
approach to the organization by applying her diverse 
theoretical insights into the organization at the 
appropriate moment. 
As we examine an academic institution such as SHS, 
several concepts were discussed in this chapter that will 
be particularly helpful in making meaning out of the SHS 
experience as seen through the eyes of its faculty. From 
the "Bureaucratic” model, we uncovered the concept of the 
dual bureaucracy and the tension between faculty and 
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administrative control. In discussing the "Collegium” 
model, we identified the common fears of 
"over-politicization" and constant turmoil as well as 
predictable questions of who exercises ultimate power and 
control. Some important concepts to keep in mind from 
the "Open Systems" approach include the notion of 
"organized anarchy" and loose and tight coupling. Common 
characteristics of a school conforming to this model 
include problematic goals, ambiguity of purpose, and 
ambiguity of power. And lastly, the college as a 
"Cybernetic System" reinforced the importance of negative 
feedback loops to keep the organization sensitive to 
developing problems. 
In this final section I will explore the answers 
to two basic sets of questions. The first question will 
be concerned with spelling out some of the uniqueness of 
colleges and universities as organizations and how these 
uniqueness can create obstacles to undertaking OD and/or 
MCOD in higher education. 
The second question will return to the theme 
raised in the beginning of this paper regarding the 
corporate bias of OD. Specifically, I will elaborate on 
the differences between colleges and universities and 
business organizations to make a case for the need to 
approach OD in higher education using theories and models 
specific to colleges and universities. 
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Unique Obstacles to Undertaking QD in Higher Education 
While this discussion will concern itself 
primarily with ways in which academic institutions are 
different, there are two similarities worth noting up 
front. Academia is quite similar to other organizations 
when it comes to its own awareness of alternatives to 
change. Even in instances where the members are 
themselves interested in initiating change in other 
organizations, there seems to be a lack of knowing what 
is to be done or how to do it in one’s own organization. 
An analogy might be the difficulty of a therapist to 
provide therapy for herself. Very often what is needed 
is an education of the members of the system. By 
education, we refer to the need to develop a sort of 
cognitive map that involves the examination and 
understanding of what MCOD and OD is and how it can be 
helpful. Some of the reluctance to engage in MCOD and/or 
OD activities may stem from the fact that people don’t 
know what these activities are (Margulies, 1972, p. 51). 
The second similarity is that there seems to exist 
an almost reflexive instinct in initial change efforts 
for organizations of all kinds to disown their problems, 
using reactive and passive mechanisms. One common method 
is to project causes to external sources (i.e., rowdy 
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student behavior is due to alcoholism, or a report 
critical of a college regarding racism on campus is due 
to the mistake of bringing in outside consultants). 
Another way is to rationalize them away (Margulies, 
1972). Examples of this sort of institutional denial can 
be seen in the flurry of recent campus pronouncements 
that racism "is everywhere and not just at our campus," 
or, racism on campus is "just the fault of a few bad 
apples." While it is obvious that there is some grain of 
truth to all these statements, the net effect is to 
convince people that there are no alternatives open to 
them as problem solvers or change agents. Part of an OD 
effort’s success can be gauged by the degree to which 
there is an attitude shift towards a more pro-active, 
assertive and problem-solving organizational stance. 
How then are colleges and universities different 
from other organizations? 
Governance and Structure 
One of the ways that best reflects how they are 
different from other organizations is in their governance 
(Birnbaum, 1988). By governance we are referring to the 
structures and processes through which an institution’s 
participants interact with and influence each other and 
communicate with the larger environment. 
Amateur Administrators 
Another significant difference is that college and 
university administrators are often members of the 
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faculty who agree to serve for a limited time and then 
return to their classroom responsibilities. 
Administrators in higher education tend to be amateurs 
rather than professionals. As Sagen points out, most 
college faculties are clearer about the profession of 
scholar than that of administrator and " ...are almost 
totally unprepared to participate in thoughtful 
consideration of educational policy and institutional 
purposes” (Sagen, 1972, p. 30). 
Ineffective Reward Systems 
Related to the issue of faculty motivation is the 
issue of the academic reward systems. In a truly 
Faustian way, the reward system on many campuses supports 
professional output by faculty which really hinges on how 
well each of the faculty can avoid intense involvement in 
the university as an institution. In this way, we 
witness the earlier discussed phenomenon whereby 
administrators are left to administer because, for 
faculty, committing time to organizational 
problem-solving means less time for academic pursuits. 
This kind of vicious cycle is unlikely to stop as long as 
little reward is given for OD kinds of activities 
(Margulies, 1972). 
Dual Bureaucracies 
Corson (1960) was among the earliest to identify 
what we discussed in the section on "Bureaucracy in 
Higher Education," namely the notion of dualism in 
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organizational structure unique to higher education. 
With the exception of some hospital administrations, 
Corson saw that academic institutions were unique in that 
they included two structures existing in parallel. 
One is the traditional administrative hierarchy, 
and the other is the structure through which faculty 
decisions are made regarding those aspects of the 
institution over which faculty exercised dominion 
(including issues such as academic calendars, student 
conduct, admissions standards, and curriculum). This 
dual system of controls is often further complicated by 
the fact that on many campuses neither system has 
consistent patterns of structure or delegation. This is 
consistent with our earlier discussion on the 
"Cybernetic" model. 
Competing Goals and Mission 
These dual bureaucracies can often result in dual 
and competing goals and mission. The fact that an 
institution lacks clarity and agreement on its goals and 
mission has important effects on any organizational 
development efforts (Birnbaum, 1988). A paradox for 
administrators is, in the view of many, that a 
university’s quality is judged by the caliber of the 
faculty, and the caliber of the faculty is judged by 
research and writing. Following this logic, it is 
possible to have an almost perfect university with 
relatively little teaching going on (Richman, 1974). 
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The tension created by a structure that attempts 
to reconcile competing interests (such as support for 
research and excellence in teaching) may be too great for 
any conventional approaches to undertaking OD in the 
classic bureaucratic organization. This returns us to 
the premise that OD must be prepared to use models and 
theories specific and relevant to the higher education 
experience and not simply try to "force fit" from one 
context into another. 
The Academic Calendar 
Another obstacle unique to the academic 
institution is that of sustaining change over the 
fragmented academic year. While it is true that 
sustaining momentum and energy for the change effort is 
troublesome in most OD efforts, it is especially 
challenging given the frequent breaks and recesses that 
characterize university life. The excitement generated 
for change very often dissolves away as the spring 
semester ends and faculty and students leave and 
administrators go about the routine of daily affairs. It 
is too easy to fall back on old, familiar patterns and 
ways of doing things. Often the necessary follow-up does 
not take place (Margulies, 1972) and not enough time and 
energy is devoted to ongoing assessment and evaluation. 
This is especially true if there is no internal agent who 
acts as the hub for OD efforts. 
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Faculty 
In my assessment, in no other category does higher 
education stand out more from other organizations than 
when it comes to the issue of faculty. Sagen sums it up 
best when he comments: 
Faculty norms at most institutions emphasize 
allegiance to special disciplines. The norms also 
assume the faculty member to be an independent 
professional who contracts with the institution 
for his services. The faculty prefer a collegial 
or consensual mode of decision making which 
respects the domain of each faculty member and his 
academic area. These tend to preclude innovation 
as an outgrowth of educational commitments, or as 
an organizational activity of the faculty (1972, 
p. 78). 
These norms are enforced through faculty prestige granted 
by colleagues who share these norms and through a reward 
system which is controlled by faculty or their 
administrative representatives. 
To faculty especially, a major threat to 
innovation is their perceived lack of competencies 
necessary to success in the change efforts. For example, 
faculty pressed to support the need to create a more 
diverse curriculum and to improve on their teaching 
styles to better reach students of color commonly 
complain of a lack of expertise. This can often result 
in the faculty openly or passively resisting initiatives 
(i.e., writing, quantitative reasoning, multicultural 
education), in part, because they feel they may be 
exposed to failure and the resultant loss of face. Among 
formal organizations, higher educational institutions are 
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among the worst in providing staff and faculty 
development. Sagen (1972) urges that a request for 
adoption of innovation should be accompanied by a 
commitment to help faculty attain the required 
competencies to function successfully in the new 
situation. 
Uses of Power 
As discussed in the section on the "Collegial " 
model, persons in leadership positions in the academy are 
expected to influence without coercion, to direct without 
sanction, and to control without inducing alienation. 
Uses of coercive power are shunned while the more 
discreet uses of referent and expert power are more 
readily tolerated and accepted. Partially because faculty 
are so accustomed to defining their own terras and being 
independent, the task of leading faculty has been 
paralleled, by at least one administrator, to "trying to 
herd cats." As Richman sees it, "The truly great man can 
go anywhere, which is why administrators are reluctant to 
shift goals away from the academic view. Only when the 
budget heat is really on do top administrators take the 
risk of offending their great men" (1974, p.267). 
Reluctance to Accept Outside Help 
One major problem in organizations in general is 
the resistance to accept help. In the university this is 
a problem of major importance. The collegium requires 
that the "help process" be conducted by individuals with 
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all the necessary paraphernalia and credentials. Meeting 
such requirements is often a difficult if not impossible 
task (as this consultant can certainly attest to in more 
than one situation). The current scrutiny and criticism 
of universities under financial accountability from state 
legislatures must also make the examination of a 
university’s problems a potentially threatening task 
(Margulies, 1972). 
Academic Freedom 
A particularly troublesome obstacle in attempting 
organizational change in academia is the issue of 
academic freedom. As Brubacher points out, "...the right 
of the professor to follow an argument whithersoever it 
may lead either in his research or in his teaching is a 
claim at least as ancient as Plato" (1958, p. 296). 
In few instances in recent memory has this issue 
raised as much concern as in the area of dealing with 
racism on campus. While questions such as academic 
freedom and tradition indicate that no professor can be 
sanctioned for having racist sentiment, Pemberton (1988) 
makes the case that it is reasonable that minority 
students be given a commensurate protection by their 
colleges. Specifically, Pemberton advises that students 
should be provided advising to avoid courses taught by 
faculty with racist assumptions, under the reasonable 
assumption that they will not be given a fair chance of 
succeeding. 
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Even the argument that academic freedom is a 
'’sacred cow" that can not be tampered with is 
questionable. As late as 1830 it was still possible to 
speak freely on the issue of slavery within Southern 
academic walls. But toward the end of the pre-Civil War 
period, college presidents and professors put their 
tenure in jeopardy by taking such liberties. President 
Lord of Dartmouth, for instance, had to resign because, 
like many Southerners, he believed that slavery was 
divinely ordained by God (Brubacher, 1958, p. 297). 
Nonetheless, this issue of academic freedom does 
cut to the heart of one of the critical dilemmas at the 
core of American higher education, namely, the value 
placed on institutional autonomy versus the stress on 
institutional accountability. Recent campus crises 
centering on issues of sexual and racial harassment have 
begun to bring new thinking and new strategies to bear on 
this old dilemma. 
Differences Among and Between Institutions 
This obstacle has two dimensions. The first has 
to do with the fact that among colleges and universities 
in general, there is a wide discrepancy among 
institutions dictated by their individual differences in 
size, history, programs and funding sources. The second 
has to do with the specific difference between a college 
and university. While there is not space here to review 
all these differences, it is important to note that the 
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presidency of a small college is clearly distinguishable 
from the presidency of a complex university in style, if 
not in general purpose (Wise, 1968). 
Some of these uniquenesses include the fact that a 
university president is embedded in formal structures 
which take on dominant proportions while the college 
president derives most of her authority from the trustees 
of the college. Another related difference is that the 
college president is able to supplement some of the above 
authority by influencing relations with faculty and 
students. Because of the size of her institution, the 
university president is not as able to build as many of 
these informal relationships. 
Important Differences Between Higher Education 
and Industry 
Because so much of the early theoretical work in 
OD was done in business corporations and because colleges 
and universities do have a corporate existence in the 
technical sense, it is tempting to think of them as the 
same. What the preceding section has attempted to do was 
to identify some of the unique obstacles involved in 
undertaking OD in higher education. In these last pages 
I will examine how colleges and universities are 
distinctly different from business and industry. My 
purpose is to make the case that OD and MCOD 
practitioners need to utilize models developed 
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specifically for academia and not try and force fit 
traditional organizational models (with their corporate 
biases) onto the academic scene. 
The differences between the academic and business 
institution are striking. In addition to issues already 
discussed in the preceding pages, Kerr and Gade (1986) 
have pointed out that business firms, unlike academic 
institutions, have no tenured faculty, face no criticisms 
from employees sheltered by the notion of academic 
freedom, and have no alumni. The business firm is much 
more free to make decisions without the need to consult 
its faculty. 
Four fundamental characteristics that distinguish 
business institutions from academic institutions are the 
impacts of authority, goals, accountability and 
personnel. 
Authority 
Besse (1973) believes that business corporations 
have a clear advantage over the university. Business has 
a clearly defined common interest group with ultimate 
power over the enterprise, namely the stockholders. This 
corporate process results in well-defined sources and 
channels of authority. 
As discussed earlier, in higher education we have 
an environment with a variety of interests groups. In 
settings with a plurality of power groups, in situations 
which are not easily controlled, OD and/or MCOD practice 
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may not reach its desired goals (Bennis, 1969). This can 
partially explain why both MCOD and OD has been 
reasonably successful in industry and other closed, 
hierarchical structures, where power is relatively 
centralized and there is a basic agreement about goals. 
However, Bennis (1969) believes that in situations with 
diffuse power structures such as cities, large scale 
national organizations, or the urban ghetto OD has not 
met with success. Because the "political" model 
qualifies the university and many colleges as being 
organizations with diffuse power structures, this may 
also explain the difficulty in applying traditional OD 
theory or MCOD practice to campus settings ripe with 
political tensions. 
Keller is quoted as saying of colleges and 
universities that "they constitute one of the largest 
industries in the nation but are among the least 
business-like and well managed of all organizations" 
(1978, p. 5). This may in part be due to the fact that 
many college and university managers do not exercise 
primary authority over issues such as curriculum, faculty 
recruitment or promotion, or the methods of teaching or 
research that in a business firm would be seen as the 
domain of management. 
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As a result, authority for the management of a 
university is often fragmented. While in the corporate 
world this might be seen as still another sign of the 
disarray of academia, Besse argues, 
Virtually all the diffusion of authority ...within 
a university is essential to the accomplishment of 
its objectives. No conceivable model of academic 
authoritarianism is consistent with the freedom 
required to enable a university to serve a 
democracy. A mere statement of the situation 
suggests that the authoritarian posture of the 
business corporation does not fit (1973, p. 109). 
Even the term "management" itself is seen as 
suspect in the academic community. Terms such as 
administration and administrator are still more commonly 
used than management and manager. Because the term 
management is universally associated with business 
organizations in the U.S., this may be one of the 
principle reasons for the distasteful and negative 
connotation it engenders among academics (Richman, 1974). 
Goal s 
The business corporation is structured to meet its 
dominant purpose - the making of profits. The success or 
failure of the enterprise is ultimately measured against 
the successful attainment of this goal. In higher 
education there is no such measure comparable to profits 
in the business corporation. Institutions of higher 
education are seen as having three commonly articulated 
goals as key to their success. These are teaching, 
research and service (Birnbaum, 1988). As we have 
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already seen, this lack of clarity on organizational 
goals has had important effects on the organization and 
management of higher education. 
Since no single organizational design can optimize 
all three legitimate missions (teaching, research and 
service), unique structures (i.e. dual bureaucracy, 
organized anarchy and cybernetic systems) have arisen in 
higher education that permit the simultaneous support of 
research while closely integrating undergraduate teaching 
activities and providing service to the outside 
community. 
Accountability 
The ambiguous authority structure in a university 
suggests the closely related difficulty of holding the 
faculty and administration accountable for the authority 
granted them. In business corporations, the "chain of 
command” is usually clear and accountability is more 
straightforward. In the university the results of 
research can be measured, but the difference in the 
university is that research is oriented toward results 
rather than costs. 
In higher education there simply is no single 
measure comparable to money in business, no single goal 
comparable to profits. The accountability techniques of 
the business corporation are of little use to the 
educational purposes of colleges and universities. 
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Tenure imposes yet another limitation on 
university management’s control and selection of 
personnel unknown to business management. In some 
respects it is comparable to the seniority system in 
labor contracts found in industry, and is about as 
difficult to change. Although tenure limits control, it 
does provide the freedom guarantee that attracts talent. 
Talent and freedom in higher education seem more 
important in the achievement of academic objectives than 
accountability (Besse, 1973). 
In most business organizations, major goal 
activities are directed and coordinated by a hierarchy of 
administrators. Staff and professionals are accountable 
to them for providing secondary support activities and 
knowledge. Conflicts caused by the incompatibility of 
administrative and professional activities are resolved 
by recognizing the lines of accountability and the 
supremacy of administrative authority. 
In higher education, these traditional lines of 
accountability often seem reversed. Etzioni (1964) 
suggests that although administration is held accountable 
for the major goal activities in private business, in 
colleges and universities administrators are accountable 
to the faculty (the professional staff) for secondary 
activities. As the collegium model might suggest, the 
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administration is there to provide a service or the means 
to the major activities carried out by the professionals, 
namely, the faculty. 
Personnel 
If there is anything that is really different 
between the university and the corporation it is in the 
legions of highly talented and creative personnel 
universities employ. 
The management of personnel by a university 
president and her vice presidents and deans is much more 
difficult than that of a corporate president and her top 
officers. It requires more leadership motivation as a 
substitute for the more tangible motivations available to 
a business. Personnel management requires more finesse 
and flexibility because of the disparate groups 
(students, faculty, staff and administrators) and 
missions (teaching, research and service) involved. 
On the business side of the college, the parallels 
with the corporate sector are much closer. Besse offers 
three distinctions that should be paid attention to: 
1) The university is seldom in as good a position 
as the corporation to bid, in dollars, for 
talent. 
2) It cannot offer the same wide-open career 
ladder to its people that a corporation can 
of fer. 
3) It must perpetually live with with the academic 
fraternity’s demands for things its 
administrative brothers cannot provide, through 
no fault of their own (1973, p. 115). 
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Conclusion 
In summary, the differences between the academic 
and corporate sector are significant enough that systems 
of leadership, decision-making and control that have 
proven effective in the corporate sector might not have 
the same consequences when applied to the higher 
education setting. Due, in part, to the early 
involvement of pioneers in the field with the corporate 
sector, theories that became the basis for much of the 
work of OD and MCOD were influenced by the business 
setting. This chapter has pointed out some of those 
theoretical and practical differences inherent in 
undertaking OD and/or MCOD in the academic versus the 
business enterprise. 
This chapter has chosen to identify five 
contemporary organizational models that are more 
appropriate to the higher education experience. In so 
doing, it has also been my intention to highlight what 
some of the obstacles to undertaking organizational 
change in higher education might be, and what some of the 
relevant organizational differences between higher 
education and industry are. 
My overarching intent is to develop a solid 
grounding in higher educational organizational theory to 
provide us with multiple "lenses” (or organizational 
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models) through which we can come to better view the 
multiple realities shared by SHS faculty in describing 
their experience. 
CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
This chapter presents a rationale for the 
qualitative case study approach. It includes data 
collection methods, data management and analysis 
procedures and how I addressed issues of 
trustworthiness. This includes a discussion of the use 
of the peer de-briefer in analyzing multiracial 
participant transcripts and my personal role as a Puerto 
Rican researching issues of racial diversity in higher 
education. I conclude this chapter with a look at 
ethical considerations in undertaking this study as well 
as the limitations inherent in this research. 
The Qualitative Case Study Approach 
I chose to undertake this study utilizing a 
descriptive case study of a racially diverse school of 
human services using qualitative methods. The research 
involved a three-tiered approach that included: 1) site 
specific documentation of the history of SHS as it 
evolved into becoming more fully racially diverse; 2) 
sixteen qualitative interviews on the average of 90 
minutes each with White faculty and faculty of color to 
ascertain, in their own words, what the process was like 
for them and how they have experienced this transition; 
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and 3) Over two dozen site visits spanning a period of 
seven months (February - August of 1990) including four 
process observations of SHS faculty meetings to ascertain 
how they manifest being a racially diverse collegium (see 
Appendix C, p. 226). 
The rationale for choosing qualitative case study 
methodology is based on my belief, shared by such 
educational researchers as Lincoln & Guba (1985) and 
stated here by Merriam that, "research based on 
discovery, insight and understanding from the perspective 
of those being studied offers tremendous potential toward 
making a significant contribution to the theory and 
practice of education" (1988, p. 3). This is especially 
true in the area of multicultural organizational 
development in higher education. To elaborate, 
qualitative case studies allow for the inclusion of 
multiple interpretations on the reality of organizational 
life in multiracial organizations. As Merriam observes, 
Qualitative research assumes that there are 
multiple realities - the world is not an objective 
thing out there but a function of personal 
interaction and perception. It is a highly 
subjective phenomenon in need of interpreting 
rather than measuring. Beliefs rather than facts 
form the basis of perception. Research is 
exploratory, inductive, and emphasizes processes 
rather than ends (1988, p. 17). 
This approach validates the organizational experiences of 
people of color while it simultaneously allows for new 
insights into multiracial conflicts, and expands the 
possibilities for creative problem solving. 
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A second compelling reason for using this 
methodology for studying a single school in the process 
of becoming more fully multiracial is the conviction, 
articulated by Merriam (1988) that: 
Traditional quantitative research is based on the 
assumption that there is a single, objective 
reality - that there is a world out there that we 
can observe, know and measure.. In contrast, 
qualitative research assumes that there are 
multiple realities - that the world is not an 
objective thing out there but a function of 
personal interaction and perception. It is a 
highly subjective phenomenon in need of 
interpretation rather than meaning. Beliefs 
rather than facts form the basis of perception. 
Research is exploratory, inductive, and emphasizes 
processes rather than ends. (p. 17). 
This research is a descriptive case study presenting a 
detailed account of of the SHS through a historical 
chronicling of the school’s transition from a 
predominantly White system to a more racially diverse 
one. In the process, I raise a set of questions that 
may serve as a research springboard for others committed 
to examining multicultural organizational development in 
higher education. In discussing qualitative case 
studies, Merriam notes, 
Their usefulness is in exploring basic information 
about areas of education where little research has 
been conducted. Innovative programs [such as SHS] 
and practices are often the focus of qualitative 
case studies in education. Such studies often 
form the base for future comparison and theory 
building (1988, p. 27). 
Bromley (1986) writes that one of the advantages of the 
descriptive case study approach is that it gets as close 
to the participants as possible, partly through 
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observation in natural settings, and partly due to the 
researcher’s access to participants’ thoughts, feelings 
and desires. For this reason, I combined personal 
interviews with 16 out of 17 full-time SHS faculty with 
74 hours of site-contact, including process observations 
of four faculty meetings and an Orientation Day. 
Schein (1985) describes process observation as a 
form of process consultation rooted in social psychology, 
sociology and anthropology. He explains it as a 
technique used by the process consultant in which she can 
try to observe meetings or settings to learn about 
inter-group processes crucial for effective 
organizational performance. Those processes Schein 
believes are crucial to organizational effectiveness 
include: 1) communication; 2) member roles and functions 
in the group; 3) group problem-solving and 
decision-making; 4) group norms and group growth; 5) 
leadership and authority; and 6) inter-group cooperation 
and competition (1985, p. 13). 
Another advantage of the case study approach to 
this examination of the evolution of multiracial 
institutions of higher education is that, "it tends to 
spread the net of evidence widely, whereas experiments 
and surveys usually have a narrow focus" (Bromley, 1986, 
p. 23 ) ♦ 
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Some further advantages to the descriptive case 
study that are particularly relevant in the examination 
of SHS are (Merriam, 1988): 
* It offers a means for studying multiple 
variables in understanding SHS*s transition to 
becoming racially diverse.. 
* It is a methodology anchored in a real-life 
situation and it offers a rich, holistic account 
of what happened at SHS. 
* It offers insights and illuminates meanings that 
expand a reader’s experience. I hope this to be 
of particular interest to higher education 
administrators, many of whom are White. 
* These hypotheses can be construed as tentative 
and therefore can form the basis for future 
research as a means of advancing the field of 
multicultural organizational development’s 
knowledge base, particularly in the area of higher 
education. 
* Educational processes, programs and problems at 
SHS can be examined to bring about understanding 
that, in turn, can affect and perhaps improve upon 
practice. 
Finally, organization development, and particularly 
multicultural OD offer vast potential for policy change 
in higher education. In that respect, it is useful to 
quote Collins & Noblit who observe, "Field studies are 
better able to assess social change than positivistic 
designs, and change is after all what policy is 
addressing" (1978, p. 26). 
Data Collection 
The approach utilized in this study involved three 
distinct processes to describe SHS in detail within a 
finite period. The research strategy involved a three 
tier that included: 
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* A documents review that examined SHS promotional 
literature, mission statement, grant boilerplates, 
consultants’ reports, accreditation documents, 
both published and unpublished articles on the 
School’s history, and promotional literature from 
the larger College. 
*16 interviews with a faculty (nine of whom were 
either Black or Latina/o, seven of whom were 
White) lasting, on average 1 1/2 - 2 hours a 
piece. Prior to the interview process, all 
faculty were given release forms and copies of the 
interview guide to maximize the time spent 
together. All but one full-time faculty member 
was able be interviewed. 
♦Informal field observations lasting, on average 
an hour to an hour and a half, and formal process 
observations of four faculty meetings as well as a 
day-long observation of an SHS Orientation for new 
students. 
The first stage involved negotiating entry into 
the site through the auspices of two professional 
colleagues and former alumni from the University of 
Massachusetts. Initially, this involved an informal visit 
and tour of the School two months prior to the beginning 
of the study and lunch with one of my colleagues, the 
Associate Director. A second meeting was then scheduled, 
this time, with the Director of SHS for the following 
week. The result of these two meetings was that I was 
referred to a faculty member in a leadership role, the 
Undergraduate Program Director for the Greenpoint site. 
After the formal introductory meetings with the 
Director and Associate Director (both of whom are White) 
the second step involved making contact with the 
Undergraduate Program Coordinator, an African American 
male. The data collection began in earnest as these 
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initial visits and attempts at negotiating entry 
generated considerable information as to some of the 
administrative and decision-making facets of SHS ’ s 
personality. It took over five weeks, dozens of phone 
calls and several rescheduled appointments to gain access 
to this busy individual. It was after our meeting that I 
was advised by him to meet with the Acting Vice President 
for Greenpoint College to, in his words, "cover the 
bases". (See Correspondence, Appendix D, pp. 229-231.) 
The third step involved distributing an outline to 
faculty and attending an all-site visit where faculty 
asked questions about the scope, assumptions and purpose 
behind the project. As I discuss in further detail in 
Chapter 5 ("The Findings"), this stage of the study is 
where the emergent nature of the research began to take 
shape. In response to some pointed concerns over my use 
of the term "predominantly Black and Latino" to describe 
SHS in the outline of the study, I became aware that 
issues of race at SHS were sensitive and required further 
examination on my part before I proceeded with the 
interviews. As a direct result of this interaction, a 
question that asked faculty to comment as to whether or 
not they saw SHS as a multiracial organization was 
incorporated into the interview guide. 
After completing the first meeting with the 
faculty as a group, I completed the interview guide and 
distributed it to all faculty at the School. After 
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scheduling and conducting the sixteen interviews, I 
shared back some of the initial findings with faculty at 
an all-site meeting approximately four months later. The 
total number of pages of interview transcripts came to 
600 and were transcribed from audio cassettes onto floppy 
computer disks. 
Much of the field observations came about as a 
result of strategically positioning myself in the most 
heavily trafficked hallway in the School which I would 
later come to refer to as the ’’Courtyard (see Chapter 4: 
History and Description of SHS) . In addition to these 
informal field observations of day-to-day life at SHS, I 
also conducted four process observations of the site 
meetings that include all faculty at Greenpoint. In 
addition, I attended a full-day Orientation for new 
students toward the end of my study in August of 1990. 
Data Management 
The three subquestions in Chapter One contained 
variables that became "sensitizing concepts” (Patton, 
1980) for this study and the nucleus for early data 
management efforts. These questions included: 1) The 
evolution of SHS into a racially diverse organization; 2) 
Its impact on the faculty at SHS; and 3) the effects of 
the numerical increase of students and faculty of color 
on the current organizational climate at SHS. 
These subquestions or sensitizing concepts 
provided an early lense for choosing what data to pay 
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close attention to among all data gathered (over 1200 
pages of field notes, interview transcripts and 
background documents). They provided the early framework 
for focusing the research efforts, but, also, other 
concepts arose during the entry period that expanded the 
design to what type of data was to be collected. 
As mentioned earlier, upon my first visit to an 
all-site faculty meeting, I was confronted by a a number 
of faculty (White and of color) who questioned my 
assumption that SHS was a predominantly Black and Latino 
organization. After explaining the rationale and hearing 
their concerns about my possible biases, I changed the 
language in the outline to "multiracial", and 
incorporated a separate question into the interview 
protocol that explicitly asked, "Some people would say 
that SHS is a multiracial organization. How would you 
respond to them?" (see Appendix E, p. 232). 
I also used concepts gleaned from the literature 
review to help organize and sort the data. Specifically, 
theoretical concepts relevant to OD in higher education, 
and MCOD that emerged from my comprehensive examination 
(Bonilla, 1989) were central to assisting in the data 
management and analysis portions of the study. These 
included: mission and vision; recruitment and retention,; 
decision-making; the larger environment; climate; and 
community/team building. 
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My prior professional experience in undertaking 
MCOD in higher education settings made it clear that 
additional steps were necessary to avoid being drowned in 
the data. To this end, I kept a daily observation log to 
record my own personal reactions, emotions and intuitive 
hunches as it also assisted in managing data overload. 
In particular, observations made in the log were used for 
triangulating issues raised by faculty and documentation 
in relation to the larger College, and, as regarded 
decision-making processes at SHS. 
The Data Analysis 
The principal purpose of the data analysis was the 
identification and examination of specific themes, 
patterns, and contradictions that emerged from the field 
observations, interviews and document review. 
After reading through each transcript for 
understanding, I then took notes on issues, themes, 
patterns and contradictions onto 5" X 8" index cards, 
transcript by transcript. After completing this process 
with all the interviews and, after reading the 
documentation and completing the field observations, I 
then returned to the note cards and began coding. 
Coding was organized under headings or 
’’sensitizing concepts” suggested from the review of 
literature as well as from emergent themes based on the 
documentation review, interviews and field observations. 
One example of an emergent coding theme was the question 
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posed early in the study by SHS faculty as to whether or 
not SHS was a predominantly Black and Latino 
organization. This interaction resulted in the 
development of a question which revealed a clear 
discrepancy in how faculty described the School. I then 
utilized a discrepancy analysis which contrasted the 
perceptions of faculty of color and White faculty at SHS 
in relation to the themes of vision and mission, 
decision-making and team building, as well as 
descriptions of the School. 
A major assist in making sense of the information 
came about directly as the result of the use of the peer 
debriefer. I provided the debriefer with copies of 
transcripts (censored for anonymity) and instructions to 
read them and report back what stood out for him. 
Through a series of six meetings (approx. 1 1/2 hrs. 
each), I was able to listen to his understanding as to 
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which themes or contradictions seemed most apparent or 
striking. The latter two meetings became a rich 
opportunity for comparing and contrasting perspectives of 
one White and one Puerto Rican reader attempting to 
making sense of the data. 
Trustworthiness 
Qualitative researchers acknowledges the fact that 
the main instrument in the qualitative research process 
is the researcher (Merriam, 1988, p.39). This 
qualitative case study has been designed to provide the 
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reader with a depiction in enough detail to show how the 
researcher’s conclusions are valid. Since, as Merriam 
(1988) points out, all data gathered are viewed through 
the lense of the researcher’s world view, perspective and 
values, it becomes apparent that the trustworthiness of 
the study depends on how aware the researcher is of his 
or her own biases. The topic of this study makes this 
issue particularly important in reporting back findings 
discussing racial issues. As Guba and Lincoln (1981) 
suggest, 
The best cure for biases is to be aware of how 
they slant and shape what we hear, how they 
interface with our reproduction of the speaker’s 
reality, and how they transfigure truth into 
falsity (as quoted in Merriam, 1988, p. 39). 
As a researcher of color, I was acutely aware of 
instances where I found myself identifying with some of 
the experiences shared by interviewees of color. This 
research experience is supported by Mies (1983), using 
the term "conscious partiality" to describe a 
researcher’s linking with her/his participants. In some 
cases, my social identity seemed to gain me access to 
perspectives perhaps not readily shared with a White 
researcher. At other times, it is possible that 
responses given were altered to avoid giving offense. 
This concept of acknowledging the personal, and linking 
myself with interviewees meant (as one of the 
interviewees liked to say) "walking the walk." As a 
researcher this was often a difficult task. 
Ill 
To directly address this dilemma and to factor in 
for my own "lenses'* on the world, I made use of the peer 
debriefer as suggested by Marshal and Rossman (1989). 
Transcripts (only names censored for anonymity) were 
distributed ahead of the time to the peer debriefer and 
reactions were noted in four initial review sessions 
lasting a total of six hours. Two additional sessions 
were held later to compare, contrast and dialogue about 
our impressions and intuitive hunches in reading the 
transcripts for a total of six sessions or about eight 
hours. 
Because many SHS faculty are African American, I 
asked for and received feedback from my academic support 
group which consisted of two African American doctoral 
candidates and myself. It was one of these sessions that 
increased my sensitivity to how race can affect the 
interpretation of data. 
The case in point concerned a suggestion by a 
member of my dissertation committee, who is White, that I 
tabulate the number of times I quoted White faculty and 
faculty of color in the study. After reading a draft of 
Chapter 5: "The Findings", this faculty member’s 
impression was that I had disproportionately quoted the 
faculty of color. When asked for his impression, an 
African American in my academic support group had a very 
different reaction, believing instead that White faculty 
had been quoted too often. After a tabulation, I found 
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that faculty of color had been quoted a total of 39 times 
- White faculty a total of 51 times. This reinforced the 
need to incorporate a wide spectrum of perspectives when 
analyzing qualitative research involving participants of 
varying racial or cultural backgrounds. 
While all final decisions as to which themes, 
patterns and contradictions are ultimately my 
responsibility, many of the observations, reactions and 
challenges posed by the debriefer, my support group and 
committee members proved very helpful in factoring in 
for my biases and adding an additional measure of 
trustworthiness and reliability to this research. 
An additional step taken to ensure reliability 
included a meeting held with SHS faculty to have the 
initial data undergo a member check for the purposes of 
credibility and and validity. A final session was held 
with SHS faculty to have them review the final draft of 
the "Findings" chapter for accuracy. 
Triangulation was another means by which I 
factored in for validity and generalizability. By 
utilizing field notes, personal journal and various 
pieces of documentation on the School, and comparing 
these to interview data, serious effort was made to 
achieve triangulation. 
Ethical Concerns 
At an initial meeting with faculty to lay out the 
dimensions of my study, I explained to faculty that I 
113 
would be observing them in the day to day operations of 
the School much like the proverbial, Mfly on the wall*'. 
However, Van Maanen (1979) notes that field work can 
effect the lives of those it studies in subtle ways that 
are difficult for the researcher to plan for in advance. 
Results of some observations can be anticipated and 
factored for while others may be undetected or 
unintended. 
Safety has been a concern from the outset and 
anonymity for the interviewees and the School given 
primary consideration. All faculty were asked to review 
the case study proposal and sign a release prior to 
participating in the interviews (see Appendix F, p. 
233). This release included a clear statement (see 
Appendix G, p. 235) of the purposes of the study and any 
potential uses of it as well as an explicitly stated 
understanding that the consent process is negotiable up 
until two weeks of the conclusion of the research. 
Limitations 
The wealth of data gleaned from a qualitative case 
study can be overwhelming in both scope and content. By 
limiting the interviews I conducted to 16, and the number 
of hours of site contact and field study to under 100, my 
plan was to put some boundaries on the amount of data I 
collected. While this study represents a "snapshot in 
time" (Rossman, Personal Communications. 1990) the fact 
that it was conducted over a period of seven months 
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(February - August, 1990), allowed sufficient perspective 
and breadth of contact with the site to portray it with 
some degree of accuracy. 
There were several obvious limitations to this 
study including: 
1) This study was of one school of human services 
and focused on only its central, most diverse site, 
Greenpoint. While I cannot generalize from one school to 
others, neither can I generalize from this one school of 
human services to others. All schools of human 
services/social work share a common focus in helping the 
less fortunate, but there is variation in how this focus 
is operationalized from school to school (O’Grady, 1991). 
2) My choice of a school of social work committed 
to social change and struggling with its issues of racial 
diversity make my biases clear. At times, it was 
difficult to be sure that I was as open to being critical 
in my depiction of the school as I was to being 
enthusiastic (see "Trustworthiness"). 
3) It is clear that my research was limited based 
on my social identity as a Puerto Rican male who is 
temporarily able-bodied, working class, heterosexual and 
Christian. In some instances, my racial identity may 
have gained me access to certain viewpoints; in others; 
it may have limited my access or understanding. In 
either scenario, the net effect of who I am as a 
researcher effected my research. The point here is that 
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it was not possible to be an "objective" researcher. 
Therefore, my goal was to remember that: 
We see others as we see ourselves. If the 
understanding of the self is limited and 
unyielding to change, the understanding of the 
other is as well. If the understanding of the 
self is harsh, uncaring and not generous to all 
the possibilities for being a person, the 
understanding of the other will show this. The 
great danger to doing injustice to the quality of 
the "other" does not come about through the use of 
the self, but through the lack of the use of a 
full enough sense of self, which ... produces a 
stifled, artificial, limited and unreal knowledge 
of others (Krieger, 1983, p. 320). 
CHAPTER 4 
HISTORY AND DESCRIPTION OF SHS 
The social unrest that characterized the U.S. 
during the 1960’s has been described as turbulent and 
somewhat unanticipated, a revolution by others. 
Following the McCarthy era of the 1950’s, "which had 
settled like a glacier over any optimism for fundamental 
social change," (Shor, 1986, p. 6), the social activism 
of the sixties was not anticipated. 
Based on her 1988 study of the SHS Undergraduate 
Program, Foy states that it was in this climate of 
intense dissatisfaction that the alternative college 
movement was born. Faculty and students from traditional 
colleges wanted to redefine the goals and objectives of 
education. "This protest would spread like wildfire, 
rapidly setting the stage for the creation of a variety 
of experimental colleges during the 1960’s" (Foy, 1988 p. 
14). 
As a child of the alternative college movement of 
the mid-sixties and seventies, the School of Human 
Services was initiated to help address the historical 
exclusion of disenfranchised groups, such as 
paraprofessional human service workers and people of 
color from higher education (Osher & Goldenberg, 1978). 
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According to Foy (1988) SHS is somewhat unique in the 
alternative college movement, both for its focus on 
social change, and its ability to withstand the 
conservatizing movement of the 1970’s and 80’s which 
claimed the majority of the alternative programs. As one 
faculty member described: 
The critical roots [of the SHS] go back to Ira 
[Goldenberg]’s work in [urban Connecticut] and 
Boston in the sixties... focusing on the creation 
of what we called alternative settings which would 
be more community controlled and more client 
sensitive and more explicit about change in the 
community and not just service. And to try and 
get around bureaucracy and make use of 
non-traditional and indigenous staff...that was 
the roots of the work Ira was doing and it was 
always multiracial and always explicitly geared to 
both (Walter, p.l). 
These ideas would manifest themselves at Newforma 
College, located in northern New Hampshire. Newforma was 
an alternative college and a product of the sixties 
alternative education movement. It was an institution 
and a setting which focused on the humanities and the 
creative and performing arts (Foy, 1988). It also became 
a setting that allowed a minority of its faculty to 
develop programs and policies that addressed the 
historical oppression of the disenfranchised and the 
exclusion of minority groups from the academic 
mainstream. Central to this concept was the notion of 
empowering the disempowered by providing them the 
academic credentials (degrees) that had traditionally 
been denied them. It was this core group of faculty that 
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would be repeatedly referred to by the SHS faculty as the 
founding ’’trilogy" or the "Jewish trilogy," due to all 
three being White, male and Jewish. 
Yet the political and economic climate of the 
country was changing and by the early to mid-seventies, 
the climate at Newforma College also changed. A school 
which had once enjoyed the surpluses of the 1960’s and 
the support of the locals, found itself in financial 
trouble by 1975. The new incoming President, Ira 
Goldenberg, would be introduced to a college with 
"declining enrollments, political controversy, 
larger-than-projected deficits, reduced borrowing 
ability, increasing costs and growing Board unrest" 
(Osher, 1987 p. 9). It was in the midst of cost-cutting 
and fund raising that the Human Service Program was 
conceptualized in 1975 and with it the core of the SHS. 
The proposed Human Service Program was adopted by 
Newforma with a seemingly short period of discussion and 
planning, a pattern that would repeat itself time and 
again in the history of the School. As Osher and 
Goldenberg (1987) would observe, "a drowning swimmer 
cannot endlessly debate the shape, quality or color of a 
potential lifesaver" (p. 69). In part because the new 
program would not require funding from Newforma and a new 
source of income was desperately needed, the Board of 
Trustees accepted the proposal and the program was 
officially created in the 1976-77 academic year. 
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While the future of Newforma College grew 
increasingly cloudy, that of the new Human Service 
Program grew brighter. Following months of teaching 
classes in the satellite location in a major urban area 
of Connecticut, the Human Service Program’s first class 
of seventy students arrived at Newforma for its first 
weekend class in the summer of 1976. Yet this influx of 
students (and tuition monies) was not enough to change 
the fortunes of a desperately struggling Newforma. Other 
issues would serve to compound the relationship of the 
SHS to its parent institution of Newforma. As Foy 
observes, "this new program and the new students (mostly 
Black adult human service workers) clashed with the 
'artiste’ setting. Facing the inevitable demise of 
[Newforma], the Human Service Program negotiated a move 
to [Bedrock College]" (1988 p.27). Once again 
circumstances would contribute to the formation of an 
organizational pattern that would repeat itself 
throughout the history of the SHS. By the end of 1978-79 
academic year, the SHS had completely relocated itself to 
Bedrock College, also in New Hampshire. 
In 1978, Bedrock College was a rapidly growing 
college with solid financial resources. As Foy writes 
it, "The School’s motto 'At [Bedrock] College We Mean 
Business’ aptly describes the setting’s approach to 
education. It was a non-intellectual, 'hands on’ 
business college" (1988 p. 27). Initially a department 
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within the School of Business, in a short time the Human 
Service Program officially became an independent School 
with its own Dean, faculty and staff. 
Between the years 1978 and 1985, SHS grew from a 
student population of eighty to over seven hundred 
full-time students. The development of the Human Service 
Program into a School included the development of an 
International Program, a Community Economic Development 
Program (with a site in Puerto Rico) and a Graduate 
Program offering Master’s degrees in Community Psychology 
and Social Work. In keeping with its mission to reach 
out to disenfranchised communities, it was at this point 
that two additional campuses were established in a small 
town in rural New Hampshire and a major urban center in 
Connecticut. 
In 1978, the urban site in Connecticut was located 
in a predominantly Black community and was directed by a 
number of African American males with strong ties to that 
community. It would eventually come to be housed in the 
third floor of a downtown office building, two blocks 
from a predominantly White university. As one White 
faculty member would recall, 
I always loved it because the classes were really 
diverse. I would say, on average, it would be 
something like 50% Black, 20% Latino and 30% 
White. It might be sometimes 50% White but, 
typically, White students were in the class for 
the first time in the minority and learning to 
cope with an intensive group experience in which 
they were not only not in the majority, they were 
not dominant. Most of them really ended up 
appreciating that experience. To me, as an 
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instructor, I could be just a facilitator (HY, p. 
6). 
The faculty composition at the time was sketchy but was 
reported to be in the range from 70-90% faculty of 
color. Throughout the course of my research, several 
faculty (White and of color) spoke of comments made by a 
key White founder of SHS and an early director of the 
Connecticut site that perhaps it ought to become an 
independent Black College. The issue this evoked can 
best be summarized as follows. 
In the early years there was a kind of on-going 
tension between the goal of some of the Black 
faculty and staff [in Connecticut] to set up a 
separate college and the needs of the School, in 
at least the short run, to be one School. That 
was an on-going issue and since the goal was to 
have a Black College, they brought out racial 
issues. (HY, p. 9) 
The period of 1978 through 1985 may be summed up as 
growthful and stable for the SHS. Yet, "As productive as 
those years were, they were not without conflict and 
turmoil. When it became apparent in 1985 that Bedrock’s 
finances were becoming increasingly tenuous, smouldering 
tensions between SHS and Bedrock and within SHS itself 
became inflamed” (Foy, 1988 p. 28). 
With fiscal tensions worsening, Bedrock undertook 
a series of actions to restore itself to its former 
condition, both economically and structurally. This 
included notifying the SHS that its future within the 
College was under question. While SHS continued to 
generate surpluses, it began its own period of 
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self-evaluation and reflection. As Foy points out, "The 
central issue was the future location of the Program: 
Should SHS renegotiate with Bedrock and attempt to remain 
in the setting or should a new future be carved out in a 
new setting?" (1988, p. 28). At the same time, the 
Connecticut site was losing an on-going battle with the 
Connecticut Board of Licensure over whether or not to 
grant a New Hampshire-based program a license to 
continuing operating within Connecticut’s borders. 
The resulting solution to both the Newforma and 
Connecticut dilemmas came in 1987 when a faculty 
Committee exploring options recommended SHS enter into 
negotiations with Greenpoint College’s Vice President for 
Academic Affairs, Edward Yeskel to locate the School in 
Greenpoint. One year later, SHS would close the 
Connecticut campus and relocate its central site to its 
new home at Greenpoint College. In so doing, it would 
give up its affiliation to Newforma as well as its 
Economic Development Program (with its Puerto Rico 
site). These programs would choose instead to remain at 
Newforma College. The smaller, rural and larger, urban 
SHS sites would stay in New Hampshire and, continue to be 
a part of the School. 
A Description of the School of Human Services 
The description of the SHS will include the 
following areas: the Philosophy of SHS; the School’s 
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Purposes and Principles (Mission Statement); the SHS 
Organizational Structure; the Undergraduate Program Goals 
and Curriculum; and the Physical Space. 
Philosophy of SHS 
The SHS was designed to ’’challenge and redress the 
exclusion of disenfranchised groups such as 
paraprofessional human service workers from higher 
education in America” (Osher, 1987, p. 16). The School 
views education as a political process whereby the 
teacher and the student are transformed as a result of 
this interaction. The School believes there is a 
significant difference in educational approaches between 
the adult vs. traditional-age college student in both 
theory and practice. SHS sees adults as highly motivated 
with needs specific to their life situations. Their 
experience must be respected and, as such, heavy emphasis 
is placed on adult students learning from one another. 
The SHS philosophy assumes that adults bring to 
the classroom the contradiction of wanting to succeed in 
the present social order while at the same time wanting 
to change the society in which they have been victimized 
(Foy, 1988). Many of SHS’s students bring with them 
prior learning experiences which have negatively affected 
them. Through active involvement in their home 
communities, SHS models itself after Paulo Freire’s 
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pedagogical approach in that it politicizes its student 
to be the agents of their own liberation through praxis, 
the union of action with reflection. 
School Purpose and Principles 
The following seven principles summarize the 
mission of SHS, as agreed upon by the School in a 1989 
school-wide Congress. 
1. We are a multi-community, multiracial 
organization drawing our constituency from the New 
England area. We respect the pluralistic nature 
of that constituency and are responsive to the 
differences in needs and expectations. We must, 
however, go beyond the limits of our differences 
and work to build solidarity among all oppressed 
people in the struggle to build a better society. 
2. For change to occur in our society, we must 
gain control over our local communities. We must 
choose to focus a significant portion of our 
efforts using a means to that end, our projects in 
community development and change! 
3. We seek to transform human services from an 
enterprise which fosters dependency on and 
rationalizes inequities of our present system, to 
a communal effort which would meet the needs yet 
promote the development and independence of all 
members. 
4. We seek to transform and/or create community 
institutions (social, political, economic) based 
on more humane values; cooperation instead of 
competition; collectivity instead of 
individualism; participation and democracy instead 
of bureaucracy and authoritarianism. 
5. For change to occur in society, local efforts 
must expand toward regional efforts and in turn 
regional efforts toward national and national 
towards international. As our constituency is 
regional, we seek to build coalitions and 
alliances among like-minded individuals and 
organizations. First through our local 
communities, expanding our efforts into a mutually 
supportive and democratically controlled 
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federation. With other communities we seek to 
work toward the common goal of empowerment and 
social justice. 
6. We must be a reliable agent and source of 
strength for our students and their communities, 
responsive to and directed by their needs. 
7. We openly declare our opposition to and 
intention to struggle against racism, sexism, 
classism, and ageism. 
SHS Organizational Structure 
The School operates three sites with each site 
primarily responsible for the managing of its own 
affairs. The Director is responsible for school-wide 
coordination of academic affairs while school-wide 
coordination of administrative issues is the 
responsibility of the Associate Director. The original 
model called for these positions to be co-directors. 
Greenpoint (as is each site) is managed by a Site 
Management Team made up of the Program Coordinator, the 
Student Services Coordinator and the Office/Site 
Manager. The Program Coordinator manages all academic 
affairs on-site while the Student Services Coordinator 
manages the administrative end of matters. The Office 
Manager is responsible for maintenance of the site and 
acts as a representative of constituent concerns in the 
setting of site policy. All decisions concerning the 
operation of the site are made by this team, which 
operates on concensus. 
As evident in the statement of ’’Purpose and 
Principles” SHS is committed to a model of organizational 
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management that is highly collaborative and inclusive. 
Many of its faculty are committed to implementing these 
principles in both the classroom and in the operation of 
the School. According to an outside study looking at 
SHS ’ s organizational structure, 
The model is based on an interlocking set of 
Committees including a Coordinating Council, 
budget committee, central management team [as well 
as Site Management teams], etc. At each site 
there is no single person with overall 
responsibility. There are positions at each site 
for academic coordination at both undergraduate 
and graduate levels, student services, etc. These 
committees and positions have been designed to 
achieve integration within the sites of academic 
and administrative perspective. The Coordinating 
Council is perceived by the School’s faculty to be 
the policy body for SHS. (Chatham Group, 1990, p. 
17). 
The degree to which this structure works well and is 
universally liked or disliked will be discussed, in 
detail, later in Chapter 5. The Director and Associate 
Director of SHS (both on the Coordinating Council) are 
located at the Greenpoint site where they also maintain 
relations with Greenpoint College’s administration (see 
Operational and Political Structure Chart, Appendices H 
and I, pp. 236-237). 
In addition to the Committees and positions 
discussed above, my field observations and research found 
that the Greenpoint site (the central site) held 
semi-monthly all-site meetings. Just prior to the 
transition to Greenpoint College in 1988, the School 
created its current decision-making process that requires 
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all policies to be approved by both academic and 
administrative staff representatives to the Site 
Management teams. Quoting a 1990 Self-Study report that 
was part of its accreditation process, the 
decision-making structure at the School was elaborated on 
as follows, 
Greater participation by staff was created by the 
institutionalization of a procedure for setting 
and monitoring goals for the school. This process 
calls for two meetings of the entire staff of 
SHS. One meeting is designated to set the goals 
for the school for the upcoming year and the 
second meeting is designed to provide a review of 
the process toward the goal throughout the year. 
(Self-Study, 1990, Part II) 
As part of my field observation, I attended one of the 
all-School meetings, referred to as a Congress. The 
purpose of this particular gathering was unclear to me, 
although it did seem to serve both a community building 
and policy clearing function for the entire SHS. 
According to the Self-Study Report, "The 
organizational structure of the school was conceived as 
having two distinct, but related sides. The operational 
side outlines the process for day-to-day operation of the 
School, chain-of-command, etc. The political side 
outlined the process for making school-wide policy 
decisions" (Part II) (see Appendix I, p. 236). 
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Finally, the School has an Advisory Board that 
consists of former students and supporters of the School 
that evolved out of the conflict over licensing with the 
State of Connecticut. 
Undergraduate Program Goals 
In 1988, through a process of collaboration 
between Foy and the SHS faculty and staff, a set of 
Program goals were developed to clarify the specific 
intent of the Undergraduate Program. These are as 
follows: 
1) To increase the likelihood that oppressed 
persons will have the opportunity to achieve a 
college degree. 
2) To enhance the students’ employment in relation 
to the following factors: job security; amount 
of responsibility; job status; job 
satisfaction; and income. 
3) To enhance the students’ career development in 
relation to the following factors: career 
mobility or the potential to change careers; 
upward mobility in career; ability to move in a 
career direction congruent with the students’ 
political beliefs; and the potential for 
educational mobility. 
4) To increase the students’ skill levels in the 
following areas: administrative skills; 
analytical skills; community development 
skills; computer skills; counseling skills; 
oral communication skills; organizing skills; 
reading skills; research skills; and writing 
skills. 
5) To enhance the students’ self-image. 
6) To increase the students’ belief in their 
ability to effect meaningful change in their 
communities. 
7) To increase or maintain the students’ activity 
in social change activities. 
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8) To increase the students’ ability to analyze 
critically the root causes of problems in our 
societal systems and structures. 
9) To increase the students’ sensitivity to the 
issues of ageism, classism, racism and sexism. 
Undergraduate Program Structure and Curriculum 
The undergraduate program at SHS allows people 
working in human services, labor unions, or community 
based development to earn a Bachelor of Science degree in 
Human Services without interrupting their current 
employment. Persons admitted to the Program can complete 
their upper division education in two years or less. The 
Program operates on a four-month long semester system 
with students matriculating in September, January or 
May. Generally, students plan on being on site only 2-3 
days per month. The Program is a total of 120 credits 
designed on the premise that the model student will, 
through transfer credits and prior learning, bring to 
his/her program of study the equivalent of sixty (60) or 
more acceptable credits. The program also requires that 
forty-eight (48) credits be completed in residency at 
SHS. 
To increase accessibility SHS offers programs at 
night and on weekends, due in part to the stress on 
full-time jobs and families that traditionally scheduled 
classes might impose on many of its students. Students 
attend an eight hour class per course per month to 
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complete Core and Elective Curriculum requirements, plus 
hourly requirements to complete their Group project in 
their home communities. 
SHS’s structure is designed to meet the needs of 
its intended student population of human service workers, 
often racial minorities, who have been denied access to 
college during the traditional years of 18-21. To reduce 
or eliminate the economic barrier to higher education, 
the tuition is set equal to the Basic Educational 
Opportunity Grant. Many of the students who apply to SHS 
qualify for some government assistance due to their 
income levels. Although the program is funded solely 
through tuition, it relies on student volume and control 
of expenses to maintain fiscal stability (Foy, 1988). 
During the course of this study, I was informed that SHS 
was running a deficit, although more recent reports 
suggest SHS is once again in the black. 
The curriculum of SHS is designed to develop 
opportunities for collective action, to enhance students’ 
skills and to provide opportunities for the application 
of knowledge to problems that existed in the community 
(Osher & Goldenberg, 1978). To achieve these ends a Core 
Curriculum, an Elective Curriculum and the Group Project 
in Community Development and Change were created. 
The Core Curriculum focuses upon students’ 
increasing their analytical skills and awareness of the 
root causes of problems in our social systems and 
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structures. Centered upon recurring themes (e.g. 
professionalism; the family and community; class, race, 
sex; social control; and social change) this core 
curriculum is designed to highlight the common threads 
and experiences that persons of diverse backgrounds may 
have shared as a result of being victimized by an 
oppressive social order. 
The Elective Curriculum offers courses in such 
areas as gerontology, counseling, community organizing, 
administration, advocacy and research, and provides them 
an opportunity to select courses that meet their needs in 
the workplace, community or home. The Group Project 
provides students with the opportunity to organize for 
collective action with the support of a faculty member 
who assists them in the application of their knowledge to 
the immediate needs of their communities. 
The Portfolio Project represents SHS ’ s commitment 
to award college level credits for verifiable student 
knowledge and experience. This mechanism permits 
students to receive credits for prior learning 
experiences and often results in scaling back the time 
and cost involved in students earning their degrees. As 
Foy points out, 
Not only does this system provide a vehicle toward 
accreditation, it legitimizes these students’ past 
experiences and instills a great sense of pride in 
all they have accomplished that has gone 
unrewarded. (1988, p. 35) 
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The Physical Space 
SHS is located on the periphery of the Greenpoint 
College campus in Greenpoint, Massachusetts, a medium 
size urban city of approximately 100,000. One side of 
the campus borders a middle to working class, 
predominantly White neighborhood. The other side of the 
campus lies adjacent to a low-income, predominantly Black 
and Puerto-Rican neighborhood. The overwhelming majority 
of Greenpoint College students are White, middle to upper 
class and 18-21 years of age. SHS students are older, 
nearly half are people of color, with considerably less 
income than their Greenpoint College counterparts. 
The School itself is housed in a converted, red 
brick factory next to an abandoned railroad track on the 
side of Greenpoint College that borders the Black and 
Puerto Rican neighborhood. Located on the third floor, 
SHS shares the floor with two other departments. Upon 
entering the windowless reception area, I faced a long, 
tall desk with a receptionist. She somehow managed to 
simultaneously answer the eternally busy SHS switchboard 
while deftly fielding visitors, faculty and staff’s 
questions, all with a gracious smile. Just before you 
left the reception area and entered the School, a 
bulletin board with pictures of an SHS holiday party 
greeted awaiting visitors. On leaving the reception 
area, I entered into SHS proper. Much of my time in 
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field observations was spent in this area, or what I came 
to refer to as the "Courtyard" (see Map, Appendix J, p. 
238) . 
The "Courtyard" was a large, brightly lit space 
floored in linoleum and surrounded by white, partitioned 
offices wherein worked the faculty and staff of the 
School, Off to one side of the "Courtyard" there were 
two tables, end-to-end, with red plastic bucket chairs 
that doubled as the location for site meetings and as my 
post for field observations. In addition to 17 full-time 
faculty, the Greenpoint site has a receptionist, an 
administrative assistant (for the Director and Associate 
Director), a Recruiter, a Student Services Coordinator, 
four student workers, a Site Manager and, at the time of 
this study, two staff who ran the Learning Resource 
Center. Of this total of twenty-four (24), 15 faculty 
and staff were people of color (11 African Americans, 3 
Latina/os, 1 African), not including the four student 
workers who were all students of color. Within the 
faculty, there were 7 Whites and 10 faculty of color 
including 6 African Americans, 3 Latina/os and 1 African. 
Because not enough office cubicles were available 
for all faculty and staff, some doubled-up, while others 
had office spaces in an adjoining department’s corridor 
(including the Director and Associate Director). 
Many of the faculty’s offices were small (8’ X 
10’) with just enough room for a desk, two chairs and a 
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file cabinet. The partitioning did not always reach the 
ceiling which inevitably made both the Courtyard and 
surrounding offices quite lively, if not outright noisy. 
Privacy is at a premium as was evident to me in my 
efforts at conducting "confidential" interviews. In some 
cases, a local luncheonette provided the preferred amount 
of privacy for interviewed faculty. At one corner of the 
Courtyard, nearest the Xeroxing room, there was a water 
fountain, coffee machine, a bathroom and a bulletin board 
announcing classes, schedule changes and general news of 
the School. 
CHAPTER FIVE 
FINDINGS 
This chapter will report the research findings as 
revealed through the field observations, the faculty 
interviews and the documentation review. The key 
findings to be discussed will be the relative importance 
of vision and mission to creating multiracial 
organizations of higher education, and the role of "word 
of mouth" networks in recruiting faculty who constitute a 
good fit with the institution’s goals. In addition, the 
importance of students, staff and faculty of color to 
maintaining a suitable climate for retaining racial 
diversity will be explored. 
This chapter also examines prominent concerns 
raised by faculty during the course of this study, 
including competing visions of the School, 
decision-making processes and administrative leadership, 
unresolved conflicts (concerning perceived 
"racialization" of institutional issues and/or 
"institutional racism"), and other challenges to 
community building in a multiracial collegium. 
Based on the review of literature in Chapter 2 and 
reflecting the themes emerging from the data, this 
chapter been organized into the following seven major 
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sections, : Vision and Mission; the Connecticut Legacy; 
Faculty Recruitment and Retention; Decision-making 
/Administrative Structure; The Larger College 
Environment; Climate; and Community/Team Building. 
Vision and Mission 
This section examines how faculty described the 
vision and mission of SHS as central to it becoming a 
racially diverse organization. Prominent themes to be 
explored within this section are the historical roots of 
the SHS mission, variations in interpretation of the 
vision, and the importance of the vision and mission to 
faculty recruitment and retention. 
An organization’s vision can be defined as the 
"long-range view of itself which gives direction to its 
purpose...it is oriented toward a future state of the 
organization, whether currently achieved or still to be 
accomplished. Strategy and goals translate the vision 
into a specific mission and responsibilities" (Charter 
Oak Consulting Group, 1988, p. 1). While the terms 
vision and mission are often used interchangeably, this 
definition suggests that mission is a more specific 
function of the broader vision. 
Simerly and Associates (1987) define mission as a 
statement, "determining what the institution will 
contribute to society, who will it serve, how will it 
serve them, and the social benefits that will result" (p. 
12). In other words, mission can be understood to be a 
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subset of a larger vision. As discussed in the 
literature review, many colleges and universities see 
themselves as having multiple missions including 
research, teaching and service (Birnbaum, 1988). In the 
case of SHS, the School has a vision of itself as an 
agent of social change and has developed a mission 
statement (see Chapter 4) focusing primarily on teaching 
and service that is consistent with its vision. 
One important observation I made during the course 
of this study is that SHS is an organization with one 
very clear mission and yet two very distinctly different 
visions. There was a surprising amount of unanimity and 
commitment to the short-term mission of recruiting and 
retaining and serving increasing numbers of students, 
staff and faculty of color. This mission was one that 
was shared by both faculty of color and their White 
colleagues. It was a theme that repeated itself 
consistently throughout the course of the sixteen 
interviews and in the documentation reviewed for this 
case study. It was an observation confirmed by myself 
and by the White peer reviewer for this study. 
However, interview data pointed to a noticeable 
split within the faculty ranks at SHS. While all faculty 
interviewed agreed on the short-term mission of 
increasing the numbers of people of color in the student, 
staff and faculty ranks, what this numerical increase 
represented as regards an ultimate direction and vision 
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for SHS was subject to interpretation. Nearly half of 
the faculty of color expressed the belief that the 
ultimate vision for SHS ought to be one of a 
predominantly Black and Latino organization where power 
rests with people of color. This finding was traceable 
to historical remarks made during the Connecticut period 
by the School’s founder that perhaps SHS ought to become 
a Black college (see Chapter 4: History and Description 
of SHS), and was verified in the interviews. But over 
half of the faculty (including White faculty and some 
faculty of color) described a very different long-range 
vision where power would be shared and the ideal make-up 
of the institution would be multiracial. 
SHS is an institution of higher education unique 
in that it was founded with the expressed purpose of 
including traditionally disenfranchised groups into the 
fabric of the school. While much of higher education has 
had to go about the business of re-writing mission 
statements to explicitly address diversity concerns, SHS 
has had no such additional burden. As such, it has not 
had to struggle as painfully as many in academia who have 
had to uproot old and established norms and traditions 
that have been firmly entrenched in the history of these 
older institutions. This observation was consistent with 
reports by Herrera (1990), Cole (1976) and Unsworth 
(1975). Their research discusses the difficulties 
encountered by elite graduate schools of social work when 
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attempting to increase enrollment of students of color, 
due in large part to the rigid traditions and standards 
developed over decades and, in some cases, centuries. 
As Foy (1988) notes, ’’The SHS subscribes to the 
pedagogy of Paulo Freire, in that students are 
politicized to become agents of their own liberation 
through praxis, that is, the union of action and 
reflection” (p. 31). The data indicate that SHS is 
committed to challenging the status quo and the 
structures in society that maintain the oppression of 
disenfranchised groups. This is in contrast to the 
educational programs designed to preserve the status quo 
(Nasan, 1974 as quoted in Foy, 1988, p. 102). According 
to Foy, ”1 believe the central reason for SHS’s survival 
has been its focus on social change. This sense of 
purpose has elicited a high level of commitment from 
faculty and staff” (1988, p. 104). 
An observation by Foy (1988) that SHS’s philosophy 
assumes that the students bring to the classroom the 
contradiction of wanting to change the society in which 
they have been victimized and yet also wanting to "make 
it” in the present social order (p. 31) also seemed to be 
relevant to the faculty themselves. This sentiment was 
expressed by numerous faculty with comments such as, "A 
primary mission [of SHS] is to provide educational 
access. Not only educational access, but credential 
access” (JS, p. 4). 
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As one White faculty member explained, 
I used to be much more a part of a camp that felt 
like we really weren’t doing our political mission 
unless we were out in the community affecting a 
community directly. And we never did what we said 
because the educational piece was really very 
demanding to do it and do it well. But now I 
really think the foundation for us is in the 
classroom. (HY, p. 18). 
Another White faculty added that, "the purpose is 
not to create a situation where we pull people out of 
their communities so they would run away from their 
communities, but rather provide people with the skills 
that would enable them to work in their communities" (ES, 
p. 2 ) . 
The faculty interviews revealed that SHS’s 
commitment to including students of color was unanimously 
held by both White faculty and faculty of color. As one 
person of color observed, "I have seen [this] 
demonstrated from colleagues who are not people of 
color. I have seen demonstrated on a number of occasions 
both in rhetoric and practice that continuing effort to 
maintain a diverse population" (TT, p. 32). 
Although the goal of diversity was frequently in 
the forefront at SHS, the prominence of this ideal was 
sometimes a cause of frustration and raised expectations 
for faculty. Explaining how SHS compared to other 
institutions in regards to issues of racial diversity, 
one White faculty member said: 
Well most institutions don’t talk about it. And 
so the difference obviously is that we talk about 
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it in the classroom. We talk about it in our 
meetings. But in some sense, it makes it more 
frustrating. Sometimes I’d rather not talk about 
it because you’re not going to do anything about 
it (CK, p. 33). 
While SHS has a remarkably clear sense of mission 
regarding its student body, the data suggest two 
distinctly different versions of the School’s vision. 
One version, embraced by a number of faculty of color, 
envisioned SHS as a predominantly Black and Latino 
organization with power firmly in the control of people 
of color. The second version of this vision, embraced by 
nearly half of the faculty of color and many of their 
White colleagues, sees SHS as evolving into a multiracial 
organization with power shared between people of color 
and Whites. Which of these two visions prevailed was an 
unresolved political issue, that from my perspective as a 
researcher, drained energy and commitment from more 
pressing issues. However, unless this fundamental 
conflict over vision is addressed and resolved, the 
School will continue to experience difficult and 
unnecessary turmoil that makes it increasingly hard to 
pull together to achieve their mission. 
The Connecticut Legacy 
This phenomenon of two competing visions of SHS 
has its roots in the history of its Connecticut site. As 
discussed in Chapter 4, although not all the faculty at 
SHS were associated with the original Connecticut site, 
all were aware of its significance in the historical 
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formation of the School. Many faculty described it as a 
time of true collegiality and unity of purpose in the 
history of SHS. It was a time when many of the faculty 
experienced a feeling of community. It was also a time 
when both the faculty and student body were reported to 
be between 70 and 90% Black and Latino. Leadership style 
and administration were clearly associated with its 
charismatic site director, an African American male with 
extensive ties to the Black community in that urban 
Connecticut city. Even some current faculty who had not 
been with the School during its Connecticut period feel 
the influence of that period. One Black faculty member, 
reflecting on how SHS maintains its current racial 
diversity, offered this: 
Well, I go back to the earlier history, the 
[Connecticut] connections. I still feel the 
presence of [the African American male director], 
the group of people he worked with at that site, 
that spirit, whatever they had together, that 
lives on. Its just... an incredible bond and 
commitment to these issues around diversity and 
racial issues. (BD, p. 32). 
A term repeatedly used by faculty to describe the 
Connecticut experience was "family.” As one faculty 
member of color recalled, "What I could see right away 
was that there was a family, a feeling of family, a 
feeling that everyone belonged, even the White people who 
were attending... That was probably the time we were the 
closest" (OR, p. 17). (This feeling of "family" is 
discussed later in this chapter under the sections 
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entitled '’Climate" and "Community/Team Building"). 
When the Connecticut site came under the scrutiny 
of the State of Connecticut’s Board of Higher Education, 
it became a time of "pulling together" against a common 
enemy. Several faculty identified Connecticut as the 
site that was the model for creating a sense of community 
for people of color. As several faculty of color 
remarked, "The [Connecticut] site became the site for 
people of color" (TT, p. 5). White faculty were also 
aware of the special legacy of Connecticut: 
There was a community in [Connecticut]...they had 
relationships together. There was a sense of 
pride. There was a common language and a sense of 
common goals for that community... They weren’t 
just talking intellectual theory. They were 
talking about how that theory got put into 
practice back in their neighborhoods... and that 
really came alive... (SG, p. 35) 
For a significant number of faculty, Connecticut remains 
the measure against which SHS’s current level of racial 
diversity and sense of community is judged. 
Greenpoint doesn’t have that same level of 
community pride and neighborhood cohesiveness. 
There aren’t as many activist projects in 
Greenpoint as there were in [Connecticut]. I 
believe that must have been the way in 
[Connecticut] before, and it will change over 
time. We’ve only been in Greenpoint 1-1/2 years 
so I anticipate that’ll change. Already word of 
mouth - like every semester we get a huge influx 
of people from Greenpoint because their friends 
have come home and talked about this program. 
(SG, p. 35) 
As will be discussed further in the upcoming sections on 
"Climate" and "Community/Team Building", the Connecticut 
site remains the measure against which SHS’s current 
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level of racial diversity and sense of community for a 
significant number of faculty. The Connecticut legacy 
offers SHS a legacy of potential and possibility that can 
inspire. Or it can become a legacy of unrealistic ideal 
inappropriate to an institution looking to the future 
rather that the past. 
Faculty Recruitment and Retention 
Data gathered here reflect faculty’s accounts 
about how SHS recruits and maintains its critical mass of 
students and faculty of color. The major themes in this 
section examine the importance of a step-by-step process 
that includes Word-of-Mouth Networking, Recruitment, 
Selection and Retention. 
Word-of-Mouth Networking 
Krannich (1989) defines networking as "both a 
technique and a process centered around a specific 
goal... networking involves purposefully developing 
relations with others... as a job search technique [it] 
involves connecting and interacting with other 
individuals... Its purpose is to exchange information and 
acquire advice and referrals that will assist you in 
promoting your ultimate job search goal...” (p. 41). 
According to Braddock & McPartland (1987), 
networks can operate at both a formal and informal 
level. Their work focuses on how racial minorities 
continue to be excluded from equal employment 
opportunities and institutional barriers for racial 
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minorities in the labor market. Braddock & McPartland 
point to patterns of informal and inexpensive job search 
practices that, "...frequently rely on 'word of mouth’ 
job information networks involving relatives and 
friends... for work (1987, p. 8). 
Because one of the goals of this research was to 
understand how the School had created and maintained its 
racial diversity, one of the questions put to the 
interviewees asked, "How does SHS maintain its racial 
diversity?" (see Appendix E, p. 232). One of the most 
consistently and commonly repeated answers was 
"word-of-mouth networks" as key to the school’s ability 
to recruit students and faculty of color. 
One senior Black faulty member detailed, "...if a 
job is available, we get our networking system going that 
says, ‘You know somebody that’s teaching at a university 
and would enjoy teaching here?’, we notify them, we 
attract him. Networking is the best recruitment of 
diverse faculty!" (OR, p. 37). 
The ability of the School to translate its mission 
into effective educational experiences for its students 
was the other most consistently reported theme as 
critical to the School’s ability to continue to be 
attractive to minority communities. The reputation of 
SHS as an organization where people of color would feel 
welcome and included (in the faculty, student body, 
curricula, etc.) was repeatedly raised by faculty as a 
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key to the success of the school in recruiting students 
and faculty of color. This word-of-mouth network, 
spawned initially by the founders and later by faculty of 
color from Boston and the Connecticut site continues to 
serve several critical functions toward SHS’s on-going 
recruitment efforts. 
An important factor raised repeatedly was that SHS 
filled a critical void by serving the kind of older, 
diverse student body it has. ’’Populations that are under 
served are thirsty, and so when they find a place that 
serves their interests they flock, because I think a lot 
of the reason people don’t come back to school is that 
they haven’t found the right school... Our best 
recruiting is word of mouth, students to students, alums 
to alums" (MG. p. 45). 
In the early years, much of the work of SHS and 
its founders was focused on building the kind of networks 
that could assure the survival of the school. As one of 
the early faculty recalled: 
I think what is critical is the fact that we would 
not have been able to bring students [of color] or 
hold the students if we were not trying to serve 
multiracial communities. We had to immediately 
reach out for faculty of color because [Newforma 
College], with one exception, was a totally White 
faculty... So maintaining ... a diverse entity has 
always been an issue (ES, p.5). 
Recruitment Practices 
One facet of recruitment has to do with attracting 
promising students. As one Latino faculty member 
explained: 
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Many Puerto Rican and Hispanic students have 
approached me and said, 'You’re here’!, and 
students see me and the face just immediately 
changes, just likeThere’s someone that’s 
Puerto Rican’! So there’s a kind of link, 
immediately. They don’t have to know me. They 
just have to hear my name and see me physically, 
the connection is there" (SN, 39). 
When it came to shaping the racial character of 
the school, faculty were in near unanimity that the 
students were the key to maintaining a critical mass of 
students and faculty of color. As one senior faculty 
member and reknown recruiter explained: 
[It’s] not so much the admissions policy of the 
school that really sold the people, but it’s those 
who came through in the early stages,., it’s the 
way the program was designed that appealed to 
people. So we give them three or four 
applications and talk about the program to 20 or 
30 students and they would recruit their friends 
or people who work in their agencies - so they 
became our greatest recruiter. So naturally, if 
they were people of color recruiting, they are 
going to recruit their friend, who’s a person of 
color. At the same time the mission and 
philosophy was tied to a diverse community (OR, p. 
10) . 
Several Black and White faculty cited SHS’s 
commitment to diversity as an important factor in their 
decision to stay or enter into higher education and 
locate at the school. 
The mission attracted me, it wasn’t any one 
person. I was doing adjunct faculty stuff and I 
read it [the mission] (RR, p. 9). 
Certainly you’re supposed to write at the end of 
something, ’Equal Opportunity Employer’ in the 
literature. Here it was intertwined with issues 
of oppression and social change (TT, p. 9). 
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Another key has to do with attracting potential 
faculty who might not otherwise consider higher education 
as a desirable career option. As one faculty of color 
pointed out, ’’There aren’t too many of us out there. 
What we’ve been able to do is bring people in at 
beginning levels. Bring them in and work with them. 
Since weekend classes are 7 hours in duration, we bring 
in people that have an ability to train. Trainers, and 
then they put a theoretical and academic bent to it” (RR, 
p. 18). 
Selection 
In reviewing the academic backgrounds of the SHS 
faculty it was readily apparent that the faculty of color 
were, as a whole, younger and less heavily credentialled 
(doctorates, publications, years of teaching) than their 
White colleagues. Half of the faculty of color 
interviewed had not earned a Ph.D./Ed.D. at the time of 
the interviews (two were writing their doctoral theses). 
Only one White faculty member was without a doctoral 
degree. 
As one White faculty person explained, ” The whole 
notion of what does ’qualified’ mean has to be looked at, 
that ‘qualified’ doesn’t only include a credential or a 
publication, but can include how many years experience 
she/he has, and knowledge, what kind of teacher you are, 
... And to look at those as equally important variables” 
(JK, p. 37). A Black faculty member was in agreement, 
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saying, ’’People are chasing the credential or chasing the 
profession. I get the impression that once the 
credentials are in place - they’re off chasing the 
profession... People get involved in chasing the 
profession as opposed to chasing social change” (BD, p. 
19) . 
Not all faculty were in agreement on the issue of 
credentials. Although not mentioned by any other 
faculty, one Black faculty member suggested that the 
School hired less credentialled faculty of color as a 
means of keeping them loyal to the White administrators 
who hired them. 
The concept of whom to hire was often a delicate 
and difficult one both for White and Black faculty. As 
one senior Black faculty noted, ”... in a world of scarce 
positions I felt guilty about it [hiring White faculty] 
simply because in fact that means that I wasn’t hiring an 
Afro-American or a Latino. So in terms of integrity I 
felt clean about it because if I’m going to demand that 
from you, that stretch from you, then I need to demand 
some stretch for myself. I mean it’s still an ongoing 
issue around here whether or not to hire White folks” 
(JS, p.24). 
This principle of hiring faculty based on the need 
of the student body and the School as a whole was widely 
shared as evidenced by a White faculty member explaining: 
I think the importance of meeting the 
...educational needs of people of color has become 
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a central focus of the school. I think the White 
faculty who have been hired have been people who 
are supportive of that mission... which means you 
probably are not going to hire some very competent 
people, they’re competent but, they don’t support 
where you are going, so you don’t hire them (CK, 
p. 5 ) . 
The process of fitting faculty with the mission of 
SHS is not always successful. Numerous faculty felt that 
the school didn’t always do the best job when it came to 
selecting faculty who "fit” with the mission of the SHS. 
As one seasoned faculty member explains, 
We sometimes go in the other direction of hiring 
people who are diverse just because we want 
diversity, without looking to see if they have our 
kind of political orientation. That becomes a 
problem, and then those people tend to move on... 
nobody gets hired without some feel for the 
philosophy, as close as we can get because you can 
get very conservative people of any ethnic 
background and they would not really fit in our 
progressive orientation (MG, p. 50). 
When issues of recruitment were separated out 
based on race, several faculty (White and of color) 
agreed that identifying candidates who "walked the walk" 
is often harder than finding a candidate who "talked the 
talk." 
I think what I found is that there’s a difference 
between people’s ideology and people’s behavior. 
And I think what I found in some faculty is less, 
is being less conscious of their own racism, or 
sexism, or homophobia, cause they have an image of 
themselves as being progressive (ES, p. 29). 
Not only was this network successful in attracting 
faculty and students of color, it also played a major 
role in recruiting over half of the White faculty 
interviewed. This ability to recruit White faculty who 
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shared the values and sensibilities of SHS became a 
sterling example of attracting faculty who were an 
overall good fit with the organization’s mission. A 
White faculty member actively involved in recruiting new 
faculty shared his recruitment pitch as follows: 
I speak to the mission of the school., the fact 
that the school is reaching out to people who have 
been left out of the mainstream. I speak to the 
fact that there’s a good deal of concern about 
people of color. And well those are the sales 
points. If people aren’t interested in that, they 
shouldn’t come. (CK. p. 9). 
This seemed to attract some White faculty who were 
’'qualified'' in the sense that they were willing and able 
to be pushed to examine their own attitudes with regard 
to racial diversity. This was highlighted time and again 
in the interviews by White faculty who expressed how it 
felt to be at SHS. As one revealed: 
When I was at X University (a major Eastern 
university), I kind of defined my identity in 
terms of what I was against. I was being an 
advocate for minority students within a White 
institution... When I came to SHS everyone is on 
the same side in respect to that. If anything, it 
was easier at X, because [there] it was an issue 
of right and wrong. When you’re at a multiracial 
organization then you’ve got the racial dynamics 
built right into your workplace ... it’s enriching 
because of the cultural diversity that comes with 
that, but it’s also difficult. You can’t take the 
simplistic stance that you need more Black 
students, you need more Black faculty. It’s do we 
do enough? Are we receiving enough of them and 
have we got our power structure open enough, 
cultural styles, these things that surface 
periodically. Its much more realistic... another 
level of struggle I guess. (HY, p. 23) 
This principle also seemed to be true for potential or 
current faculty of color as well. The notion that being 
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a person of color was necessary but not sufficient was 
echoed in other comments by faculty. For example, 
You can have somebody out there who’s Black as 
night but White as day inside. So you know it can 
be a deterrent too if somebody who’s coming in 
realizes well, they got Black here, but they’re 
really coconut, ... the word will spread. So its 
very important that our leaders be ... 
nationalists ... not as racial symbols, but 
nationalists who really know who they are, believe 
in it, present it, talk it, practice it (BM, 
p.44 ) . 
A senior White faculty member stated: 
There are some people, White, Black and Latino, 
who are more willing to work in multicultural 
environments than others, that their life 
situations have helped them to be more conscious 
of the pitfalls and the problems, and also permits 
them to be relatively strong in asserting 
themselves in ways that don’t feed into those 
tensions. There are other people, ideology aside, 
who have not worked those things out, and unless 
one’s able to find that first group, which is 
incredibly hard to find - not cause they’re not 
there, but because you have to look at people’s 
behavior over time... As Carl says, "People who 
walk the walk rather than talk the talk. I think 
we have more of those people than other places, 
but ideally one would like to have 100% of those 
folks. The real question is how do you find 
people who are ready to grow and not so locked 
into their self-righteous sense of who they are 
that they can’t grow. (ES, p. 36-37). 
One of the key criterion in selecting faculty was 
reported to be teaching experience. Numerous faculty, 
both White and of color, suggested to me that a 
"traditional" faculty member coming to SHS wouldn’t last 
long if they had the "traditional" perspective, 
characterized by the ability to operate in splendid 
isolation, or feel entitled to have unlimited time for 
research and not have to think about service. While many 
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felt that research as a goal had withered at the School, 
they felt that service and teaching were strengths of the 
School, unlike what they observed in much of the rest of 
academia. 
In essence, the School seems to be practicing a 
pragmatic policy of recruitment and selection. Within 
given time pressures, it takes into account the needs and 
pressure of the community it teaches and serves with its 
own needs for particular kinds of expertise in its 
faculty. The degree to which faculty agree all the time 
on how to balance the scales continues to be a 
contentious point for some. In discussing a difficult 
search decision, a White faculty member confided, 
’’There’s a point when I stop walking the walk because 
there was a person who I knew and I knew what she could 
do. And that was clearly a difference between us, that 
was a difference in prioritizing values. And there have 
been more than one of those kind [of conflicts] over 
time” (LW, p. 18-19). 
This conflict over prioritizing values elicited 
strong opinions. Many faculty of the school expressed 
concern over the time it took to fill important 
positions. During the course of this study, three 
positions were open at the school. Yet there were those 
who felt strongly that when it came to recruiting people 
of color, ”If we’re really committed to it, we may have 
to live with the discomfort of a search that goes 
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on .. . but there *s been so much upheaval that there can 
be a tendency to say, ‘Well, let’s just get it filled’” 
(JK, p. 37-38). Echoing that sentiment, another White 
colleague remarked, "We’re having more a sense of our 
worth and therefore we can take more time in our hiring 
process. For example, the undergraduate program 
coordinator position has been open for a year, and we’ve 
reopened the search a couple of times to do better for 
the School and find the kind of candidate we want, and 
we’d rather not hire. It’s interesting how people have 
gotten more sophisticated about this” (MG, p. 52). 
A White administrator related two instances where 
they had interjected themselves into a search committee 
process when the committee had decided to hire a White 
candidate. Although these decisions were unpopular and 
viewed as intrusive, the rationale given was that it was 
believed that an ample search was not undertaken to find 
people of color. In both cases, the administrator 
pointed out that when the search committee looked again 
they were able to find people of color. 
The fact that the concept of credentials is 
expanded at SHS to include racial diversity, the ability 
to work in a multicultural environment, training 
background/experience, and willingness to grow was 
underscored by the following comment: 
Whether we want to or not... we’ve had to, in 
order to survive, maintain a balance in terms of 
who we hire, to really watch not the credentials 
of any one person, but to watch the cumulative 
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credentials. We have always tried to hire people 
who are the best people and at the same time we’ve 
also had to hire people for other reasons, have 
had to plug in other criteria as well... and those 
criteria end up being very powerful (ES, p. 38). 
Finally, one faculty member seemed to summarize it best 
with the statement, "We assume the person coming in is 
going to be willing and able to do the kind of 
multicultural work we are doing. We don’t have time for 
someone to come here and learn how... they have to come 
ready to perform” (JR, p. 20). 
Retention of Diversity 
The relationship of a critical mass of students of 
color to faculty of color was continually raised 
throughout the interviews as central to the School’s 
ability to retain its racially diverse character. In 
discussing the importance of a critical mass of color, 
one White faculty member illustrated the relationship 
thus : 
The presence of Black and Latino students, every 
time we see them, we say, 'Oh God, we’ve got to 
have more staff and faculty of color.’ And the 
... presence of the current [emphasis added] Black 
and Latina/o staff... the people who are reminding 
everybody else that when you hire that new 
position, that really ought to be a person of 
color (SG, p. 40). 
Another White faculty member, expressing a similar 
sentiment suggested, ”1 think any institution that wants 
to move in that area [retaining faculty of color], had 
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better get a start and then empower those minorities 
they’ve hired to do some pushing and pressing!" (CK, p. 
2). 
This need to be selective and patient seems to 
have had its payoff because the increased number of 
faculty of color seems to serve as an incentive to 
attracting prospective recruits. Paraphrasing an old 
adage, "them that has gets more," one White faculty 
member observed, "The more diverse we are the more 
appealing we are. I’ve certainly heard a number of 
applicants say as they walked in and they’d see all those 
Black faces [on the interview committee] they’d think, 
’Yeah, I’d like to work here’" (JK, p. 34). 
What exactly constitutes a racially diverse school 
was not always interpreted in the same manner, but often 
depended on who was doing the envisioning (as was noted 
earlier in "Vision and Mission"). For a distinct number 
of faculty of color the notion that SHS be a 
predominantly Black and Latino institution with people of 
color in power was seen as the ultimate vision. As one 
faculty member explained, "I’d encourage them (faculty of 
color) to come because despite the reality of what’s 
happening here, the school is ripe for participation, and 
I’m starting to use the word ’takeover’ by minorities, 
but it is ripe for it" (AS, p. 17). As noted earlier, 
for a number of other faculty the vision was more of a 
racially mixed institution where power was shared. 
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Another function of the linkage to communities of 
color was to keep SHS accountable to those same 
communities for not simply recruiting, but retaining 
racial diversity within the school. For instance, a 
White faculty member told of being part of the 
Connecticut site recruiting team with a Black colleague: 
I was not as effective as Carl and it really 
bugged me because ... you go to the community and 
set up meetings and few people would show up... 
Part of the connection that I realized is that he 
is on a grapevine that is like an extended family 
of minority people. One minority knows another 
and because of the nature of minorities in this 
country, you cannot survive by getting out there 
on a limb and being on your own. Whereas a White 
person can. A White person can live a life in 
isolation and survive. A Black has a harder time 
of doing that. You need your connections in order 
to survive. If you’ve got everything you need, 
you’re not looking for a strong relationship with 
your neighbors, your family, with the White people 
in the next town. So I realized that in my 
efforts to recruit, I was not at all savvy or as 
successful as was Carl. Because he had this 
network that is at his fingertips. Press a few 
buttons and all of a sudden, there are a few 
hundred people who want to get into the school. 
And that was beautiful to see (BM, p. 8). 
Numerous faculty interviewed spoke to the need to 
be accountable to those communities from which its 
students, faculty and alumni originated. This was 
significant in demonstrating that not only was there an 
internal organizational pressure from faculty and 
students, but an external organizational pressure from 
the larger community that it served to assist the school 
in maintaining and improving its record in relation to 
recruitment and retention. This phenomenon is supported 
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by the writings of Jackson and Holvino (1986) as they 
examined internal and external organizational pressures 
as a consideration to helping institutions become more 
culturally diverse. 
Many faculty, White and of color, stressed the 
importance of faculty of color in visible leadership 
positions. When asked why this was so key, a White 
faculty member offered this: 
If you have a White person as a director or 
coordinator or too many White people on the staff, 
that’s a signpost. It’s also how many of these 
White people are connected with the network that 
the Black family is connected to? There’s a whole 
knowledge/experience that somebody who is White 
cannot just pop into no matter what we do. We 
don’t know what it’s like coming from where 
they’ve come from and because of that, we don’t 
have the network” (BM, p. 10). 
In review, the major findings of this section 
include the importance of mission and goals explicitly 
tied to diversity as a crucial means for SHS’s success at 
recruiting a diverse student, staff, and particularly, 
faculty. Secondly, the prime importance of "word of 
mouth" networks as recruitment tools and to maintaining a 
critical mass of students and faculty of color was 
underscored. In addition, re-examining the notion of 
what constitutes "qualified," for both faculty of color 
and their White counterparts was identified as an 
essential component of SHS’s recruitment and retention 
practices. By expanding the notion of credentials to 
include racial diversity, ability to work in a 
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multicultural environment, training experience, and a 
"willingness to grow" SHS was able to recruit and select 
racially diverse candidates who successfully fit their 
expanded definition of "qualified". Also stressed in 
this section was the importance of faculty of color in 
visible leadership roles to the School’s ability to 
attract people of color. Finally, the linkage to 
communities of color served to enable and pressure SHS to 
recruit and retain a racially diverse collegium. 
Decision Making/Administrative Systems 
Throughout the literature in higher education 
there is ample testimony as to the ambivalence over the 
legitimate role of central administration in the decision 
making process of an academic setting (Birnbaum, 1989). 
Findings in this study confirm that, in this respect, SHS 
is quite similar to other, more traditional institutions 
of higher education. 
In addition to the traditional suspicions 
demonstrated by faculty to authority, several SHS faculty 
hypothesized that, in the words of one member, 
I think there is a suspicion within the school, 
and I suspect it is not unusual in a quote 
"progressive" or social change organization, to be 
suspicious of central management, central 
administration and there’s the pull of "We want 
leadership - Who are you?" (JK, p. 24). 
SHS comes out of a tradition that mixed the faculty role 
with the administrative role and created the 
"faculty/administrator" concept. Commenting on the 
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Connecticut processes, one faculty member recalled, "We 
all loved to get together in a huddle and [say], 'Let’s 
do this and let’s do that’, and that’s how anarchy works 
best... we get addicted to it... There’s almost this ... 
out of habit, we buck whatever system is imposed on us 
and we create chaos. We’re addicted to chaos” (OR, p. 
25) . 
There were, for the faculty, some advantages to 
operating out of "chaos," For example, when students 
were lost in the system or requiring some bending of the 
rules, the faculty/administrator was empowered to 
respond. As a seasoned academic admitted, "We are a hard 
program to deal with. And in our autonomy we are able to 
respond to a problem without going through an obstacle 
course of memo trails and meetings and who voted 'yes.’ 
We’re able to nod our heads and say, 'Yes, let’s do it, 
got it, let’s go.’ And we’re off and doing it and the 
problem is solved and it’s not solved by just one 
person... it’s not a dictatorship" (OR, p. 38). 
A White faculty member offered this analogy by way 
of explaining, in cultural terms, why the school 
sometimes operates as it does: 
You can look at this in a Third World way, too. 
Look at how you have a dam break in Asia and 2000 
people get together and everybody gets out with a 
shovel and in one day and a half, they have it 
fixed. Whereas if it happens in our country it 
takes years. Why? Because we have to go through 
paperwork. Think of the response and which is 
most effective. In America we have a way of 
striving for processes and systems that will work 
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most effectively. And I think we have a similar 
kind of structure happening inside our own systems 
here. That’s why we all buck the system. Its 
taking care of a problem that existed yesterday 
and that no longer exists (BM, p. 38-39). 
Yet a resounding frustration expressed by nearly all the 
interviewees was the state of the School’s administrative 
structures. Widely believed to be mired in overlapping 
areas of responsibility and hampered by poor 
communication and decision-making processes, the need for 
improvement in the administration of SHS was one point of 
universal agreement among all interviewed. The single 
largest response to the interview question regarding 
their most significant learning after one year at SHS was 
that the administrative part of the school was a major 
disappointment. Beyond agreement as to the nature of the 
problem, a significant difference of opinion developed as 
to the preferred approach to handling the dilemma. 
As noted both in its own literature and in reports 
regarding the School (Chatham, 1990,p. 17), SHS is 
committed to a model of administration that is high in 
both inclusiveness and collaboration. Yet as both my 
field notes and interviews demonstrated, few people were 
clear about whom to report to. It was common for faculty 
to list different committees or individuals for different 
facets of their positions. Many in the interviews 
reported having difficulty deciding who they should 
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contact to resolve issues, a finding echoed in the 
Chatham study (1990, p. 17). In particular the Chatham 
Group found: 
The model is generally not liked. It has not 
worked... Many at the Greenpoint site believe that 
the absence of a final decision maker allows 
decisions to go unmade; and when determined, to be 
in continuous reconsideration. They advocate a 
simpler management model with clear lines of 
authority. They advocate participation and 
influence but not in a a cumbersome and blocking 
style (1990, p. 18). 
One segment of the faculty was of the notion that 
teaching was what was central and that administration 
ought to serve to efficiently expedite the delivery of 
those services to the students. A few faculty members 
confided that the heavy weight demanded by the SHS 
faculty/administrative model actually hampered their 
ability to undertake research. As one faculty member 
confessed, "I was so interested in teaching and building 
the organization and the mission and the politics of 
it...In the last few years I’d like time to think. So 
among other things, I’m stepping down as [an 
administrator] to free up some time to do that” (HY, p. 
20). Throughout the interviews several faculty confided 
that they were aware of faculty who left because of their 
frustration with the administrative processes of the 
school. One interviewee noted: 
The chaos with the integration into Greenpoint 
College has forced a lot of administrators to 
really put their energy into administration - and 
pulled their attention away from being faculty ... 
and I think that’s really a shame because the 
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people in program coordinator roles are really 
good teachers, and should be doing more teaching. 
We need them in the resource of teacher as well as 
needing leadership. (SG, p. 22). 
A second group of faculty believed that since the school 
was about teaching empowerment and participatory 
decision-making, its own administrative processes must be 
inclusive in a manner similar to the classroom values 
expressed. A key insight learned after several years at 
the school for one Black faculty member was that, MWe 
talk about democracy, inclusiveness ... [yet] decisions 
ever since I’ve been here have been made by relatively 
few” (JS, p. 25). 
One frustrated faculty member explained, ”1 think 
the leadership style of the school has turned a number of 
people away... a sense of it being too autocratic... too 
chaotic. Autocratic is not the right word, but certainly 
too chaotic. I know of one person in particular who 
could no longer deal with the level of chaos” (JK, p. 
30) . 
An interesting factor in the debate was the 
observation that a number of faculty of color believed 
that the issue was not solely over decision-making, but 
included a racial dimension. Over half of the faculty of 
color were of the opinion that the school needed more 
traditional decision-making structures. When pressed to 
describe how a person of color might manage differently, 
a faculty member of color offered this: 
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I would be more directive... I’d be more 
autocratic... very direct. And people of color 
appreciate that... rather than... coming off as 
saying ’’Well, I’m all-inclusive, that everybody 
has a part in the decision making process. I 
can’t make that decision now because we have to go 
on with this other group and then we’re going to 
go through another group...” You know people are 
saying, ’’Give me a fucking answer now! What is 
the decision!” I wouldn’t manage that way. The 
fact is that they’re wanting to be inclusive... but 
it looks like it’s all White power making the 
final decision. You want us [people of color] to 
participate, you want us to be on this committee 
and that committee but meanwhile, you’ve made the 
decision already (RR, p. 25). 
A smaller number of White faculty were opposed and 
advocated a consensus decision making approach. The 
perception of several faculty of color was that White 
faculty supporting the consensus approach were also 
concerned with staying in power, as Whites. As one 
faculty person of color conjectured, 
People sense because they’re so left out of 
everything in the larger institution they have 
this obsessive what I call "nosiness” - they call 
it concensus decision-making. I call it 
’’nosiness” because it’s like, I feel so left out, 
if I feel anything goes by me that I don’t know 
anything about, I get very upset about it. What 
is always interesting to me is these kind of 
things tend to come from the White 
people ... especially around the notion of...whether 
or not I’m being left out or put in, but as I’ve 
experienced it, its always been White people that 
will raise that... And sometimes I think its 
hostility...I’ve wondered if its just another way 
of saying, "I’m White and I’m supposed to know 
everything that’s going on..." I find it 
irritating... it’s the same old thing, just wrapped 
in another language (BD, p. 22). 
Not surprisingly, a number of the White faculty expressed 
the concern that some issues at the school (like 
consensus) were occasionally "racialized" when, in their 
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opinion, the issue was not a racial one at all, but one 
regarding decision-making process. (For a more complete 
discussion on the "racialization" question at SHS, see 
"Climate" section). 
Generally speaking, the inability to 
administratively "know who was in charge" and accountable 
was a theme that was not only present in the interviews, 
but also echoed in the consultant’s report commissioned 
by the College and in the field observations portion of 
this study. In the process of negotiating entry into the 
field site, I experienced numerous incidents of 
frustration and confusion as to who was in the position 
of granting me permission to conduct this study. When my 
account of events was related to a faculty interviewee, 
his response was, "Well that’s worth noting that that’s 
not atypical of what happens. Communication is not great 
in that sense." (LW, p. 3). 
In contrast, the Connecticut legacy was conjured 
up several times as an example of a strong leadership 
style that allowed people to "get things done." An 
interesting sidebar to this issue was an observation made 
that while many bemoaned the "chaos" of the Greenpoint 
administrative model, quite a few faculty pointed to the 
New Hampshire site as one with an administrative house in 
order. As the writers of the Chatham report discussed the 
school’s administrative model they concluded that, 
"Highly participative models work well when people... have 
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developed working relationships. This explains why the 
management model is working well in [New Hampshire] but 
not well in Greenpoint" (Chatham, p. 1). Another 
explanation offered for the relative success of the New 
Hampshire site has to do with its racial homogeneity and 
will be discussed further in the section on 
"Community/Team Building.’* 
To summarize, this section examined some of the 
faculty attitudes towards administration and 
decision-making processes at the School. Interview 
transcripts, supported by outside documentation and field 
observations, reveal that authority at SHS is viewed with 
a good deal of suspicion, whether originating from within 
SHS or from the larger College. A surprisingly high 
number of faculty used the term ’’chaos” to describe their 
current model of decision making and administration. 
Their analysis is consistent with the ’’Organized Anarchy 
Model” (Birnbaum, 1988 ) discussed in Chapter 3: ’’The 
Literature Review”. A solid majority expressed 
frustration with the current model citing, in particular, 
its lack of accountability. Administration/decision 
making was also one of the issue areas that seemed to, as 
one White faculty member put it, get ”racialized.” 
Basically, this meant that for some White faculty, 
decisions that, for them, were strictly administrative 
became polarized over racial lines. For some faculty of 
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color, the issue was described in terms of White 
faculty’s resistance to allowing people of color to hold 
organizational power. 
The Larger College Environment 
This section will explore the impact of Greenpoint 
College on the ability of SHS to be a multiracial 
organization. One of the questions I posed to the 
faculty was what they identified as the key obstacles to 
SHS being able to maintain its racial diversity (see 
Appendix E, p. 232). The largest single response to that 
question is the concern that Greenpoint College’s efforts 
to change SHS are the greatest threat to the school’s 
racial diversity. Some of this anxiety seemed to be 
based on an unknown future as SHS and the college moved 
towards a greater interrelationship. The two themes 
expressed most often as concerns are the perception of 
the College as insensitive to people of color and the 
"poor fit" between the two organizations. 
To demonstrate Greenpoint’s insensitivity to 
people of color, both White faculty and faculty of color 
told stories of children of faculty of color being 
stopped by Greenpoint College campus police and being 
accused of "being where they didn’t belong." In another 
instance, an African American faculty member related the 
story of being told he would be unable to purchase 
supplies at the campus bookstore until his department 
chair signed off on what he had purchased. When he was 
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directly asked who was his chair his response was, "I 
don’t know, but I think I am.” And then the clerk said 
you must be "so and so" because there was only one 
African American department chair in the entire College 
(JS, p. 57). 
Others told of staff of color at SHS being 
consistently treated in a condescending manner by 
Greenpoint College staff while those same Greenpoint 
College staff would behave deferentially to White SHS 
administrators. Sometimes incidents take a more subtle 
form as in the following example offered by a White 
faculty member: 
When our staff of color, mainly Black women, go 
over to handle something in this/that office, they 
have a particular experience. It’s not that 
someone is calling them a name, but it’s an 
experience. Its too frequently an unfriendly 
experience of when information comes down from our 
staff person in [the New Hampshire site], for 
example, (who is White), it’s taken to be more 
accurate, more true, more reliable, than if it 
comes from the Greenpoint site. (JK, p. 26). 
The same faculty member explained further that: 
There’s probably more of a tendency, if it’s White 
[people involved], to handle things informally, 
among themselves. You know, "I got a call from 
Dr. So & So and I’m a little concerned. I got the 
memo - could we talk"? When its somebody else, it 
can come as a more formal thing, and it’s, "Dr. So 
& So wrote me and I'd like you to investigate 
this." I believe there’s a difference that has a 
racial component. And there’s no question in my 
mind that it affects the people at the Greenpoint 
site significantly. (JK, p. 26-7). 
As the two institutions converge so too do the 
issues about how the College and SHS are represented 
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symbolically, in print. During the time period of this 
study, Greenpoint College published its magazine The 
Greenpoint. which had a feature story and cover photo on 
its non-traditional student population. All the students 
depicted in the cover photo were White and the emotional 
response at SHS was typified by the following comment by 
a Black SHS faculty member. "They have all these White 
faces [on the cover]...and on the inside they were 
talking about 'the plain vanilla’ students..., and they 
obviously were not talking about us! That was a classic 
example of how little value we really have, and quite 
frankly we’re an embarrassment to the College because we 
are a living example of what they have not done" (AS, p. 
16). During the course of the interviews this example 
was raised several times by White, Latino and Black 
faculty alike as was the fact that there were no tenured 
Black faculty anywhere to be found at Greenpoint College 
outside of SHS. 
As the History chapter of this study revealed, the 
relationship of SHS to its host institution has been, at 
times, a contentious issue. Whether at Newforma College, 
Bedrock College or in Connecticut, the relationship to 
the host institution has frequently been difficult enough 
that in all the three previous circumstances, the end 
result has been a physical relocation of the School. As 
discussed earlier, differences concerning the mission of 
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the host institution and SHS were frequently cited in 
decisions to relocate (Osher & Goldenberg, 1987). 
At Bedrock College, the decision to relocate was 
identified as due to the difference in missions between a 
conservative business school and a progressive school of 
human services. In Connecticut, the host Board of 
Education questioned whether it ought to be the mission 
of an "out-of-state" institution like SHS (then still 
attached to Bedrock College in New Hampshire) to service 
Connecticut residents. The opinion of several faculty 
was that SHS was too effective in serving students of 
color in Connecticut and that was the real motive behind 
the split. 
At Greenpoint, the initial belief was that the two 
Schools’ mission statements would be able to accommodate 
each other. However, by the end of the first year of the 
merger, relations between the two organizations were 
sufficiently strained to result in Greenpoint College 
unilaterally calling in a consultant to review progress 
on the merger (Chatham, 1990, p. 1). While SHS’s mission 
statement is expressly committed to including racial 
diversity, many of the SHS faculty interviewed expressed 
a fear that the College did not share this commitment. 
Some of the stories described above were testament 
for some that the College was "hostile" to people of 
color. Among the findings in the Chatham report, was the 
conclusion that although it was evident that the two 
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organizations’ mission statements were at nearly opposite 
ends of the social service continuum (see Appendix K, p. 
239), it was not without precedence that two institutions 
with greatly varying missions and philosophies could 
co-exist within the same institutional framework. In 
particular, the Chatham Group cited the example of the 
Hoover Institute (a conservative think tank) housed 
within the organizational structure of Stanford 
University (a reputedly progressive private university). 
It is noteworthy to this study that although the 
Chatham report did not concern itself directly with the 
issue of racial diversity, it nonetheless did cite 
several instances of racial insensitivity on the part of 
Greenpoint College in relation to SHS (1990, p. 27). 
This seemed to confirm some of the concerns of the SHS 
faculty cited earlier. 
Much of the findings of the Chatham report were 
concerned with the poor administrative ’’fit” between SHS 
and the larger College. Also discussed in the report was 
the lack of community building activities between the 
faculty of SHS and the college. This theme would be 
echoed not only between the two organizations, but also 
emerges later in this study as true within SHS itself. 
In closing this section, data gathered pointed to 
a historical pattern of tensions between SHS and its host 
institutions, including Newforma College, Bedrock College 
and the State of Connecticut. Currently, at Greenpoint 
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College I encountered numerous stories, both in the 
interviews and in the third party outside reports that 
clearly demonstrate instances of subtle and sometimes 
overt hostility toward people of color at SHS by some 
Whites at Greenpoint College. A "poor fit,” 
organizationally, between SHS and Greenpoint College and 
previous host institutions was also reported, 
particularly in the areas of mission and vision, racial 
diversity and administrative styles. 
Climate 
According to the American Council on Education, 
"The culture or climate of an organization cannot be 
quantified or legislated. It is shaped by traditions, 
values and attitudes, many of which are [initially] 
unexpressed... Because the climate is so central to all 
other efforts to improve minority participation, it is 
both the point of departure and the culmination of all 
other efforts" (1989, p. 113). This level of the 
organization is the qualitative functioning of the 
organization. It reflects the way in which people 
interact with each other. The organization’s values are 
very evident and in climate we can notice the ways in 
which people communicate with each other and the quality 
of that communication. It is often characterized as the 
"feel" one gets when walking into a place or as Green 
(1989) describes: 
Campus climate embraces the... comfort level of 
administrators, faculty, students and staff who 
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are racial minorities. Students and others 
[including faculty] who feel unwelcome and 
alienated from the mainstream campus community are 
unlikely to remain. If they do remain, they are 
unlikely to be successful (p. 113). 
This section will describe how it "feels" to be at 
SHS, both through my observations and in the words of the 
faculty themselves. The major themes to be presented 
include issues of comfort level, safety, critical mass 
and tensions associated with being in a multiracial 
collegium. Also to be examined are questions and themes 
emerging out of the data including, "Is SHS a multiracial 
organization?,” and "Institutional racism or racializing 
institutional issues?.” 
One of the more striking impressions that one gets 
from reading the transcripts or visiting SHS over time is 
that the faculty is a close knit group although not 
necessarily a close knit community. Because of the 
intensity of emotional commitment to the mission it is 
not surprising to see a strong emotional investment and 
intense opinions as to the goings on at the School. This 
section will attempt to put those feelings and sentiments 
into perspective as they relate to the multiracial 
climate at SHS. 
Particularly relevant to the issue of diversity is 
how safe the organization feels for racial minorities. 
Prominent researchers such as Kanter (1974) and Blanchard 
and Crosby (1989) discuss the need for a critical mass of 
women and racial minorities to be present in an 
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organization in order for issues of safety and change to 
be effectively addressed on a systemic level. This theme 
was consistently reinforced in the interviews and field 
observation portion of this study. 
One of the first and lasting impressions I took 
away from the first site visit to SHS was that all of the 
clerical staff encountered were people of color. This 
included some frontline personnel such as the 
receptionist, administrative secretaries and student 
clerical assistants. 
By having a substantial representation of people 
of color (in the staff, students and faculty) issues 
important to people of color were raised and discussed in 
site meetings, classrooms, curricula and committee work. 
Although these issues were raised, this study found that 
the concerns raised were not always resolved in a manner 
that seemed to completely satisfy faculty. 
Describing the Comfort Level of SHS’s Multiracial 
Collegium 
Within SHS, and among faculty of color in 
particular, there was a wide spectrum of opinion as to 
the relative level of personal safety within SHS for 
people of color. When asked what was a major learning 
after their first year at SHS, one Black faculty member 
commented angrily, "That ... we have some real dyed in 
the wool bigots in the School... That they hide themselves 
by hiding behind very liberal rhetoric” (AS, p. 21-22). 
176 
In contrast, three out of eight faculty of color noted 
that SHS was unique regarding personal safety issues and 
not having to deal with White colleagues’ racism. When 
I asked, as a Puerto Rican, whether White faculty 
attitudes would be a problem to incoming faculty of 
color, one Black faculty member’s response was: 
You’re in an atmosphere where you can come in and 
smile, you laugh, you can be who you are, that’s 
what’s so key about this. You don’t have to take 
that nonsense [White colleague’s racism] home with 
you, misplaced aggression. (OR, p. 22). 
Commenting on their White co-workers at SHS, one Black 
faculty member observed, "Generally, when White folks 
come to be with us is when they don’t have all they need 
to have. You got your Master’s degree and you’re working 
on your Ph.D. and you need to practice on somebody... so 
that we are a stepping stone. I really feel that [SHS] 
is where [the White] people want to be. My [previous] 
experience is that people with these kind of credentials 
and backgrounds would be somewhere else" (BD, p. 25). 
"Is SHS a Multiracial Organization?" - Some Faculty 
Responses 
In my first site visit with faculty I was 
challenged on my language in the research proposal 
referring to SHS as a predominantly Black and Latino 
organization. My assumption was based on the numerical 
predominance of people of color on the faculty and staff, 
but a significant number of faculty (White and of Color) 
questioned my interpretation. While some felt personally 
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"comfortable" with SHS, some were not prepared to 
identify SHS as a predominantly Black and Latino 
organization, often citing power imbalances between 
Whites and faculty of color, particularly in upper level 
administration. A smaller number still would not agree 
to SHS even being identified as a multiracial 
organization, much less predominantly Black and Latino. 
The result of this early exchange was that I incorporated 
a new question into interviews that explicitly asked 
whether interviewees felt SHS was a multiracial 
organization. 
For the majority of the faculty, both faculty of 
color and White, there was the feeling that SHS is, in 
some sense, more multiracial than other institutions of 
higher education. One long time White faculty member 
described SHS as, "A multiracial school, a multicultural 
student body located in the context of a very, very 
White, a very, very WASP’y White school ... It’s... 
really the most diverse [place] I’ve ever worked" (ES, p. 
24). Another White faculty member ventured, 
I think its multiracial. It makes for a very 
fertile pot. Sometimes its not comfortable 
because we really are crossing many boundaries, 
many cultures, not only racial but national and 
ethnic boundaries within racial groups as well, 
which means that these folks don’t necessarily see 
the world the same way. (JK, p. 38). 
One faculty member of color commented that one of the 
surprises after a year at the school was, "How few of 
the faculty realized how important their work was ... [I] 
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came here somewhat aware of too few opportunities in 
places like this. I expected folks to have a better 
appreciation” (JR, p. 27). Yet the fact that SHS was 
perceived by some as doing unique work in the area of 
multicultural issues posed a different concern. As one 
Black faculty member revealed: 
In other institutions, you don’t even come in with 
that expectation because you know that you’re a 
minority there. So you know what you’re up 
against. What’s particularly discouraging about 
the school is your expectations are heightened ... 
In reality, the power within the institution, the 
Coordinating Council, director, associate 
director, overwhelming number of faculty, if you 
count all the other sites in addition to our own 
Greenpoint, that it’s really White and it isn’t by 
accident". (AS, p. 28). 
One Black faculty member was more to the point 
with an assessment as to whether SHS was a multiracial 
organization: 
Multiracial shit! I can count the people on my 
fingers. Multiracial - no. You got one of each. 
It’s window dressing. It’s a showcase. It’s not 
as committed, in my opinion, as it was when Ira 
Goldenberg was the dean... (OR, p. 41). 
One faculty of color expressed a very different sentiment 
based on previous experience as one of few people of 
color in a predominantly White educational setting. 
[There] people didn’t even talk about racism ... 
any time racism got raised ... Black people raised 
it. That was probably some kind of clue for me. 
And when it was raised we were told "That already 
got discussed" or "let’s not discuss race - it’s 
really class"... So here, by comparison, I don’t 
feel people run away from it ... that’s a step up 
from where I was where I never felt I could talk 
about what it meant to be Black., it gets put on 
the agenda [while] other places it wouldn’t even 
get put on the agenda. (BD, p. 15). 
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The concept that SHS was multiracial yet not necessarily 
a comfortable place was echoed by numerous interviewees 
with comments like, 
There is a different kind of energy here than at 
[the New Hampshire site, a predominantly White 
site] ... it’s a good tension. It’s like the 
tension comes from when people are trying to 
struggle to figure out ... how to work together 
better. Tension that comes when people bring 
different histories, cultural and intellectual 
bases. We’re all trying to reach across and 
figure out how each one of us responds, in 
different ways ... That’s what the tension is 
about. (BD, p. 34). 
Feeling the Tension of Being in a Multiracial Collegium 
It became clear after conducting interviews that 
SHS was an intense place to work with a challenging and 
often difficult socio-emotional tone. Noted researchers 
such as Banks (1983) and Green (1989) have documented the 
tensions encountered by faculty of color in predominantly 
White institutions of higher education. A number of 
faculty of color named the fact that they were aware that 
it was not simply a matter of their feeling the tension 
of having to adapt to a predominantly White institution, 
but that White faculty also experienced ’’tension," in a 
different way: 
...it’s the tension of White folks trying to 
figure out what they do in the face of the reality 
of diversity ... it’s clashing with a world view 
and a cultural view that they have. White people 
have never dealt with themselves as part of 
something. There is still a piece of them that 
sees themselves as the head ... part of the 
tension is having White people trying to figure 
out ... how do I act when I’m part of it and not 
supposed to be running the show. (BD, p. 35). 
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A Black faculty member ventured that: 
I feel the Greenpoint site is the more interesting 
site, the greatest diversity, and [it] also has 
the greatest struggle. You don’t have everybody 
looking the same and basically having the same 
history, so having different histories, it’s just 
cause for some other kinds of struggles. We, as 
people of color, constantly walk around with that 
other sensibility, "Is somebody going to step on 
my dignity." And so it [SHS] has all this raw 
sensitivity going ... for me, ... a challenge. 
(BD, p. 15). 
A White colleague seemed to confirm that, for some 
Whites, it was also a stretch for them to work in a 
multiracial environment. Describing a situation where he 
worked in an all-Black setting, he said: 
I found it to be refreshing to be in a situation 
where Black people didn’t always have to take 
White people into account. And that’s the shift 
between [the New Hampshire site] and Greenpoint. 
There is a higher proportion, there are more 
minority people than non-minority on the faculty 
and staff at this site, where that is not true at 
all in [New Hampshire]. One qualifier is that ... 
in any predominantly White society, you’ll still 
find minority people having to take into account 
the majority. (LW, p. 13). 
Many of those interviewed, including people who did not 
see SHS as multiracial, did feel that the school was 
involved in a process of becoming more multiracial. One 
faculty member of color felt that: 
Each situation is as touchy as the previous one we 
dealt with. We can’t say now we’ve dealt with the 
thirtieth multicultural dynamic/problem and it 
gets any easier. The only thing that changes is a 
sense that at those times you can say to yourself, 
"Well, we’ve been through this before; we have 
weathered situations like this before, and with 
some degree of talent, luck and perseverance we 
can weather this one too." In that sense, it gets 
At no point can you say we can rest easy, easier. 
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we have the situation fully under control. We 
never fully arrive at being multicultural. (JR, p. 
27). 
Institutional Racism or "Racializing" Institutional 
Issues? 
It was rare to get a clear consensus from the 
interviewees which issues were essentially racial 
concerns and which were generically organizational. 
Without validating either perspective, it was clear that 
racial motives to individual and organizational behaviors 
were frequently assigned by mostly faculty of color and 
also by some White faculty. As discussed earlier, 
several of the themes reported to have a racial component 
included vision and mission, faculty recruitment, 
decision-making, writing and its place in the curriculum, 
administrative power, resource allocation, and styles of 
conflict. In the words of the faculty, how this conflict 
was discussed sounded something like the following: 
Among White faculty, there was no consensus as to 
whether or not some issues were primarily organizational 
or racial in nature. From one White faculty member’s 
perspective, 
I think the issues that we’ve dealt with here are 
not racial issues, they’re School issues and of 
course, since the racial balance of the school is 
important, that’s involved. But I think we 
haven’t talked about how to get more minorities 
here. We’ve talked about how do we survive in the 
School and how do we meet the needs of our 
clientele. (CK, p. 30). 
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Another White faculty member ventured a different 
viewpoint, saying, 
... it is not easy to work in a multicultural 
environment. The racism that many of us have 
[researcher’s interpretation = Whites], and the 
racial sensitivity that some of us who don’t have 
racism have [interpretation = people of color] 
means that issues get racialized, sometimes 
consciously. And that’s probably better than when 
it’s done unconsciously. (For example ... "He’s 
not listening to me or he’s saying that, or she’s 
doing that because they are...) I think when the 
organization reaches a point of crisis people tend 
to want to define the crisis in familiar terms. 
So I think we have issues of race come out more 
during times of general threat to the School and 
may well be true of issues of sex as well...In a 
diverse, but not egalitarian organization, 
racialization becomes one of the languages. 
Genderization becomes another of [the] available 
languages of discourse. (ES, p. 42). 
In the course of discussing racial concerns, it should be 
noted that the issue of sexism was raised in three out of 
sixteen interviews. As one female observed, "I’ve seen 
this has been a very male organization and there have 
been women who’ve drifted through ... issues of [racial] 
diversity come before issues of gender. If it’s started 
by three men, that wouldn’t be in the 
foreground...There’s incredible ignorance around what’s 
women’s issues here. This is a school that was started 
by men and pretty much in good faith ... - and we’re just 
beginning to look at the gender issues" (MG. p. 6). 
The perspective of a person of color on the 
question of resource allocation between the predominantly 
White, urban New Hampshire site and the more diverse 
Greenpoint site was: 
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In predominantly Black and Latino [Connecticut] it 
was always, "Well, New Hampshire [was] the central 
site so they get more resources. They still seem 
to be getting more resources and more...power 
through decision-making and influence than we do 
at the Greenpoint site. Folks are established and 
there’s no question in my mind that racism plays a 
role (TT, p. 25 ) . 
In some instances White faculty were willing to express 
some of their frustration at how racial conflict 
manifested itself among colleagues. One White faculty 
member said, 
I’m thinking over other previous experiences. 
I’ve been through a lot of, "You people don’t 
understand" and "if you people were different then 
we wouldn’t be in this situation." And faculty 
members who say, "I get so goddamn sick and tired 
of hearing you White folks." And that gets 
tiresome after a while ... so that doesn’t make 
for harmonious interracial relationships. It 
becomes personalized and I can agree with them 
that I think the institution [the College] is 
really racist, ... but I can’t agree that the 
faculty isn’t sensitive when they’re knocking 
themselves out to get minority students in and 
then nurture them all the way in the program. 
(CK, p. 31). 
The perspective by some faculty of color as to how Whites 
responded to racial conflict was, "[White] people’s 
feelings get hurt ... defensiveness. I don’t think they 
ever get resolved. They just layer and then another 
layer and then another layer. And then people just 
decide to leave." (RR, p. 24). 
At SHS there exists diversity within diversity. 
While the discussion so far has focused on the interplay 
of Whites and people of color, there also exist numerous 
interplays within people of color. Some of the issues 
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expressed include a feeling on the part of at least one 
faculty member that SHS was not sensitive to the needs of 
its Latino population. For some, differences between 
African American and African faculty cause tension at 
times. 
One particularly insightful comment, for me, came 
as one African American expressed how African Americans 
relate to their own community and how this compared to 
the SHS experience: 
When I’ve been in all Black situations, for me, 
that has always been the most liberating place 
because ... Black institutions start off feeling 
safer for you. And it’s not to say they’re 
perfect because they have real problems, in 
house. You know how the family can be ... our 
families can be a little rough on each other ... 
we do have our problems, but there’s one thing 
that we can all agree on, and that is that there 
is racism. And we all experience that in 
different ways. And I think the difference in the 
Black institution is the solidarity. It’s like 
breathing in and out. (BD, p. 29-30). 
To some extent a number of faculty of color felt they had 
a certain feeling of family yet they also felt that there 
existed a need to touch base with their own as well. 
For me ... all groups of people are basically 
gregarious, and you look for your own to socialize 
because you share more, you know, cultural 
background, not to say you want to neglect other 
people, but you want to touch base with your own. 
”Hey, give me an idea of what’s going on,” and 
then you’re more apt to socialize with the larger 
faculty. Here ... I’m familiar with Harris [White 
faculty member] ... you know what to expect ... we 
come from the same group [SHS]. It’s like moving 
with a family, like a family atmosphere. (OR, p. 
28 ) . 
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The ability to establish a "family-like” 
connection or to probe and understand each other’s 
"family” sometimes occurred as illustrated above. Yet it 
also brought on some difficult feelings for a number of 
White faculty: 
I haven’t had the Puerto Rican experience and I 
feel free to say to Alberto ”I’m not sure what 
this means in this student, what do you think?” 
And I think my question is respected and I don’t 
feel like I’m demeaned by needing to ask the 
question. Frequently, [elsewhere] if I were to 
ask the question, the kind of feeling that I would 
get would be either I ought to know that, I 
shouldn’t ask a question like that or that I was 
placing a burden on them because they’re a 
minority, they have to answer my question ... I 
haven’t experienced that [being a minority]. I can 
try to explain it, but I can’t experience it. (CK, 
p. 31). 
The preceding pages looked at how it "felt" to be 
a faculty member at SHS and a member of that multiracial 
collegium at the time of this study. The key finding was 
that being a member of a multiracial collegium can be 
both rewarding and challenging, if not downright 
difficult at times. Tensions seem more the norm that the 
exception and conflicts with a racial dimension sometimes 
arise that are not always resolved. The question of 
whether institutional racism or racializing institutional 
issues occurred during these conflicts continues to be 
debated, primarily behind closed doors, rather than out 
in the open as Richman (1974) might advocate in his model 
of higher education as "political” systems. Data 
indicate that most White faculty and a smaller number of 
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faculty of color answered in the affirmative when asked 
if SHS was a multiracial organization. However, nearly 
half of the faculty of color felt strongly that SHS was 
not yet organizationally multiracial, an opinion I tend 
to share, although many did feel that it was in process. 
Community/Team Building 
This section examines the concept of SHS as a 
community/team. Challenges to community/team building 
emerging from the data will be discussed with particular 
attention paid to the interweaving roles of logistics and 
physical plant, the transition to Greenpoint College and 
how issues of race effect SHS’s ability to come together 
as a community/team. Finally, previous discussions on 
decision making, vision and goals and conflict resolution 
are synthesized into looking at how competing definitions 
of trust impact community/team building at the School. 
The concept that groups form a type of community 
or team finds its origin in the literature on 
organizational development discussed earlier in Chapter 
Three. The notion of academia as a community (Sanders, 
1973) expands the concept of community to include a 
functional role, similar to that of a team. 
The traditional view of the academic community 
provides only a partial understanding of the 
organization of the modern university. Such a 
view stresses "the community of scholars", the 
dominance of the faculty,...and a sense of common 
heritage. It also involves the idea of a 
functional community, a concept that emphasizes 
not merely what everybody has in common but also a 
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recognized division of labor and mutual 
interdependence which takes differences into 
account. (p. 57) 
For the purposes of understanding the findings of this 
study, teams are defined as "collections of people who 
must rely on group collaboration if each member is to 
experience the optimum of success and goal achievement" 
(Dyer, 1987, p. 4). 
According to OD practitioners such as Blanchard, 
Carew & Parisi-Carew (1990) key factors involved in the 
development of effective teams include clear goals, 
trust, decision-making, conflict resolution skills and 
effective leadership. Multicultural organizational 
development writers such as Jackson and Holvino (1986) 
point to conflict resolution systems and equitable 
representation of people of color at all levels of the 
institution as major contributors to the development of 
more racially diverse organizations. 
What these two lenses (OD - MCOD) both suggest in 
relation to the following findings is that creating 
multiracial organizations is simultaneously a function of 
effective community/team building and attention to issues 
of social justice. 
What light do these lenses shed on the findings of 
this study? First, to what extent did faculty feel SHS 
was effective at building community? While faculty 
reported a varying sense of optimism as to the future 
188 
prospects for community building at the School, all 
agreed that SHS did a poor job of developing a sense of 
community within its walls. 
The reasons for the School’s perceived failure in 
this arena were many. As one faculty member detailed: 
I think we don’t ... it’s very hard for people to 
do this. I think it is possible at this site. My 
guess is it would require a leader at this site. 
I think we would have to have someone who is very 
committed to building the community, a 
facilitator, a community builder. Equally 
important is being staffed so we can do it ... 
Greenpoint College has strangled the site. (ES, 
p. 31). 
Another reason frequently cited for the difficulty in 
team building was that because the school did a chunk of 
its teaching on weekends, it was difficult to bring 
faculty together on a regular basis. 
The notion that the transition to Greenpoint 
College was a distraction from the business of the 
running of the School was a consistent theme. Conflicts 
with Greenpoint College over access to photocopiers, 
financial aid availability, admission criteria and budget 
projection shortfalls were frequently the observed topics 
of the day in the SHS Courtyard. As one faculty member 
declared, ’’Greenpoint College is on your right, central 
(SHS) administration is on your left, and your identity 
is being squeezed in the middle...Among the things that 
seem to be taking a priority ... identity is a secondary 
issue to will we get paid?” (TT, p. 19-20). 
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A more fundamental issue was raised by a White 
faculty member that directly addressed both the 
logistical as well as the racial impediments to community 
building: 
...its not one community. So peoples’ linkages 
are to a variety of geographical places, to a 
variety of work communities ... And so I think, 
independent of the time situation, there really is 
the fact that people come from and go back to 
different geographical and cultural spaces. (ES 
p . 35 ) . 
Here again the School was not without its tradition of 
being a tight knit community or family. One veteran 
faculty recalled, 
..there was probably more of that when we were 
smaller. We were starting to create, and for many 
years we used to have, community. Where they had 
core teacher’s meetings for people who were 
teaching core classes. And we’d come together 
once a month to review and develop the core 
curriculum. We would share teaching methods. It 
was often a place where there was all kinds of 
fighting and arguing. When it went well, it was 
really exciting to look around the room and see 
what a joy and privilege it was to be on a faculty 
with such exciting people. I mean, if it were a 
traditional place, where else would I get to teach 
with someone like Carl? ... At its worst, it was a 
kind of fighting over very different views of what 
educational goals were. We haven’t even had that 
in the last three years or more. (HY, p. 21). 
This contrasting viewpoint of the older, smaller SHS 
versus the newer, larger SHS surfaced in a number of 
different discussions. For instance, a number of faculty 
contrasted the Greenpoint site with the older, urban New 
Hampshire site and its ability to build community. Four 
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different faculty reflected on the difference between New 
Hampshire’s success and Greenpoint’s in building an 
effective community/team. 
The [New Hampshire] site has been in existence, as 
an entity, for a decade. Their physical structure 
really gives them very nice boundaries (a 
renovated old mill)... there is a lovely staff 
lounge, a nice place to go to lunch. There’s a 
way to have privacy, have some quiet and talk to 
one another. ...The only place the Greenpoint site 
has to go to meetings is in that sort of open 
hallway [the Courtyard]. Its hard to hear. It’s 
not comfortable...the phones are ringing. It’s 
distracting. It makes it just that much 
harder...[the New Hampshire site] can have a lot 
of nice, little get togethers and potlucks. (JK, 
p. 21) 
The experience of the physical plant being an obstacle to 
communications was confirmed in my early attempts at 
trying to gain access to the site by speaking to the 
faculty and staff. The experience (discussed earlier in 
Chapter 4) was reminiscent of trying to have a meeting in 
New York’s Grand Central Station in the middle of rush 
hour. As I presented my proposal and the faculty 
discussed the feasibility of this study being conducted, 
phones rang, students walked through the Courtyard and 
privacy was a total impossibility. However, the data 
indicate that Greenpoint’s difficulty with community/team 
building is more than one of poor physical plant or 
stress related to the transition to Greenpoint College. 
Findings in this study indicate that issues of 
race also played a role in impeding the creation of a 
sense of community at SHS. Several faculty noted that 
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the Greenpoint site was the most racially diverse of the 
three sites and that in New Hampshire, "... there is a 
greater level of homogeneity there. Racially its more 
homogenous,” one faculty member observed (JK, p. 21). As 
the preceding discussions have shown, the issue of race 
and racism was not unknown among the faculty and it 
certainly was a factor in the discussion of topics such 
as leadership, decision making and relations with the 
larger college. 
Therefore, to what extent do racial issues affect 
how well SHS works together as a community and as a 
team? When asked how effective was SHS as a team, one 
Black faculty member said, ”We speak to the issue of team 
building and how you build it inside... There is 
definitely a need because we, at the School, I think, 
have circular agendas, to some degree hidden agendas." 
When asked directly if some of these hidden agendas were 
racial in nature, his immediate response was: 
Oh, I have no doubt about it... people don’t 
always admit the extra baggage that they bring 
with them. They don’t always admit they have 
...racial tendencies. And maybe it’s embodied in 
paternalistic ideas. Based on their culture. 
They are not able to recognize it. Even though 
they are scholars in certain areas, they still 
don’t recognize their racial bias (OR, p. 31-32). 
This theme of paternalism was identified by several women 
and people of color, not solely in regards to racism, but 
to sexism as well. 
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The majority of faculty of color interviewed (as 
well as a number of their White colleagues) expressed a 
need to explore both community building and issues of 
racism. As one White faculty member realized, "this 
business of multiracial staff feels new because I think 
about it a lot, but I don’t talk about it with very many 
people...The most common way they get brought up is 
because of the external pressure [Greenpoint College] on 
us. People find it really hard, I think, to confront 
ourselves internally, with the exception of two meetings, 
maybe a year ago" (SG, p. 52). 
Field observations and interview transcripts 
verify that although SHS faculty discussed external 
racial insensitivity (on the part of Greenpoint College) 
with ease, similar discussions in-house were more rare. 
On the one occasion I did observe a School-wide meeting 
with racism on the agenda, my observations were of a 
tense atmosphere with little measurable trust or progress 
made in addressing the issue. 
Whether or not issues of racial diversity were a 
factor in building community often varied with who was 
doing the explaining. For instance another White faculty 
member offered the following assessment: 
The merger has taken up a tremendous amount of 
energy, that meant less time to spend knowing each 
other and so people have been very worried about 
issues of diversity and respect because for the 
last two years we haven’t had much focus on it. 
And so then they back [up] to it as, "Let’s 
confront issues of racism." I would rather come 
back to it saying, "Let’s get to know each other 
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[human relations vs. political frame],” because 
compared to the way the world operates I don’t 
think we re that bad, relatively speaking...We may 
have made some mistakes with each other, but we’re 
not making mistakes like .. Greenpoint College is 
making. We need to keep that in perspective (MG, 
p . 49 ) . 
Earlier in the interview this same White faculty member 
confided: 
I don’t want to be harangued. I don’t want to be 
told that I’m insensitive. What I want to do is 
have a nice kind of conversation ... I don’t want 
to come at this because someone feels oppressed 
. . . it irritates me that people want to come to 
these things angrily ... to come at it 
aggressively instead of as a collaboration (MG, p. 
36) . 
Whether the obstacle to community building was a matter 
of style or race or both was a difficult question to sort 
out. Discussing the current state of the School, this 
White faculty member felt that: 
There are real issues of disrespect that go on in 
the process of trying to shift the system... you 
could say that that could be a diversity issue, 
but you could also say that it could also be, 
within diversity, a style issue. And I guess I 
want to see it as a style issue, although a lot of 
people name it as a racial issue. I wouldn’t... 
It’s more like if it doesn’t happen the way people 
want it, then they may want to call it a racial 
issue... because "you don’t understand my culture” 
as opposed to whatever. (MG, p. 26). 
Whether the issue got defined as one of style or 
racial insensitivity, the underlying theme seemed to come 
back to trust. Gibb (1978) sees trust as a continuum, 
”[with individuals] in high trust... wanting to be in 
community with others...The more trusting I am the more 
able I am to join with others in creating community” (p. 
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26). Conversely, Gibb states that groups or 
organizations with low levels of trust can be expected to 
experience episodes which "retard productivity and 
creativity" and hinder a group wishing to become a high 
performing team (1978, p. 20). 
Commenting on the turmoil surrounding faculty 
recruitment and minority representation on School 
committees, a White faculty member asked, 
Why are you letting me in the classroom to teach 
Black and Hispanics if you don’t trust that I can 
speak a little bit to the issue of diversity... I 
can’t understand the whole experience any more 
than they can understand my experience. On the 
other hand, we should know enough that we can 
represent each other. We have got to allow people 
in who are different from ourselves. Otherwise 
each culture will be separate and parallel and 
there will be no resource exchange other than 
superficially ... and it keeps us all who have 
progressive outlooks from being a power source 
together. Its great for the powers that be 
because everybody’s busy fighting each other for 
resources and committee positions., so we would be 
recapitulating the society at-large. I think 
we’re turning a corner on it. It takes a lot of 
thought and wisdom to get out of it. (MG, p. 62) 
Issues of safety and trust were not solely 
manifested between faculty of color and White faculty but 
within groups as well. Issues among faculty of color 
(Latino-Black) and within groups (Latino-Latino, 
Black-Black) were also evident as the following quote 
from one faculty member of color illustrates. 
...it’s going to be hard to build a community 
among minorities - because they are going to feel 
insecure about being there in the first place. 
And they are going to pretend to be more loyal to 
the ones [researcher’s interpretation of "ones" = 
Whites] who put them there. (AS, p. 29) 
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The findings from the interviews seem to indicate that 
what constitutes trust and how trust gets defined varied 
from group to group. For some White faculty at SHS, the 
issue of trust seemed to boil down to issues of human 
relations like '’respect” and "getting to know each 
other.” As one White faculty member explained: 
It seems to me that the basic issue is how can 
people be good to each other and treat each other 
with respect? In order to be good to each other 
you have to know enough about each other to know 
what "good” means, or what "respect” means, 
because that may differ from culture to culture 
... so that we can distinguish between obnoxious 
behavior and culturally different behavior ... 
When the School was smaller and people knew each 
other more intimately that was possible, because 
we spent more time together, and you were really 
confronting each other as people tended to stay 
here a long time, till the edges tended to wear 
off, the rough edges, and people could trust each 
other to do that... Since the School is bigger, 
we’re getting a lot of new people and there’s 
always... circling around time, like, "How much do 
I reveal to you.” (MG, p. 48) 
For some faculty of color, they viewed trust as based on 
the ability of the School to put people of color in key 
power roles (i.e. site coordinator, director) and 
directly address issues of subtle bigotry at the School. 
Moore and Wagstaff (1974) tied issues of trust to 
racial concerns in their groundbreaking study of Blacks 
in two and four-year institutions. Some of their 
findings were that: 
Good human relations are usually built upon 
feelings of confidence and trust. Persons who 
have genuine feelings of confidence and trust.have 
few anxieties and can engage freely and creatively 
in social, professional, and other activities. 
Only 16% of our respondents felt they could trust 
most of their white colleagues; 31% felt they 
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could trust some of them, 40% felt they could 
trust a few of them; 13% felt they could trust 
none of them...More than 56% [in two-year 
institutions] experience bigotry from white 
colleagues on a scale from moderately serious to 
very serious. (1974, p. 37) 
Given the observation that the School is having 
difficulty building trust, the reports over the inability 
to resolve conflicts would be consistent with the work of 
Carew, Parisi-Carew and Blanchard (1984) and Jackson and 
Holvino (1986). The former’s work proposes that in order 
for groups to move forward in the team building process 
they must be able to resolve conflict in such a manner 
that builds trust among its members. The latter’s model 
suggests that organizations need conflict resolution 
systems in order to resolve power inequities and issues 
of social injustice, and get on with the process of 
becoming more fully multicultural. 
Yet the presence of conflict resolution 
mechanisms, particular to addressing racial grievances, 
was reported to be lacking at SHS. A faculty member 
noted, ”1 think the School has had lots of problems, over 
time, that have had diversity as the background. But one 
of the things that I learned after I got here, I believe 
organizations need conflict resolution mechanisms and, in 
my experience, the School is very weak in those...." (LW, 
p. 20). How successful a group or organization is in 
building trust and resolving conflicts is not simply a 
matter of human understanding or improved mechanisms for 
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dealing with conflicts. It also has a great deal to do 
with our earlier discussion of the data concerning vision 
and goals. 
Carew’s (1990) framework for understanding group 
dynamics suggests that a group needs to have a clear set 
of goals that have been arrived at through a group stage 
involving dissatisfaction and conflict. It is a stage 
where group members: 
Experience some discrepancy between initial hopes 
and expectations and the reality of the situation 
[i.e. Multiracial vs. all Black College]. 
Often experience feelings of frustration or anger 
about goals. 
May have negative reactions to the formal leader 
or other members. 
Compete for power and/attention. 
Experience polarities: 
dependence/counter-dependence [White vs. people of 
color] (1990, p. 46). 
Among the issues often to be faced in the 
’'Dissatisfaction" stage are issues of leadership and 
decision-making or administrative processes. Once these 
issues have been satisfactorily resolved (the 
"Resolution” stage), it then becomes possible for the 
community to move forward with its task to increasingly 
higher levels of productivity (the "Production" stage) 
(Carew, 1984). 
Although several faculty reported the existence of 
trust issues, it is also significant that faculty (of 
Color and White) did share instances where they 
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experienced trust. This experience of trust was 
described by one White faculty member as ’’being invited 
behind the lines." 
... my primary connection happens to be with women 
of color and what I feel is that I have crossed 
over some boundaries, and I know that I am part of 
conversations that - a year ago I wouldn’t have 
been... I’ve been incorporated and invited behind 
the lines, and that [is what] feels best. (JK, p. 
42) 
In concluding my examination of challenges to 
community/team building in SHS’s multiracial collegium, 
the data suggests that obstacles exist, in part, due to 
logistical complications such as weekend courses, the 
disparate nature of faculty’s home communities, an 
inhibiting physical structure, and the distraction caused 
by the transition to Greenpoint College. Also cited as a 
factor in the slowness with which SHS has evolved into a 
team has been the lack of leadership attention to 
community building caused by the transition and the 
imminent departure of the School’s director. 
One significant finding garnered from the 
interviews and field observation was a reported lack of 
trust between some faculty of color and some of their 
White colleagues. Earlier data regarding vision and 
mission, decision making/ administrative styles, racial 
dimensions to conflict resolution, and School climate all 
point to clear differences among a number of faculty as 
to what constitutes trust at SHS. 
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While a number of Whites see trust as an outgrowth 
of greater interpersonal interaction (The Collegial 
Model), half of the faculty of color see trust as related 
to issues of organizational power at SHS needing to be 
more equitably shared with faculty of color (The 
Political Model). The use of these two very different 
lenses or ways of interpreting the organizational reality 
at SHS seemed to amount to a significant obstacle to 
community/team building within this racially diverse 
collegium. 
Summary 
This chapter has laid out some of the findings 
from sixteen faculty interviews, field observations and 
document reviews of SHS. The key findings relative to 
how SHS evolved into a racially diverse organization are: 
1) From its founding, a broadly shared mission of 
including people of color in all levels of the 
organization (students, staff & faculty); 2) Utilizing 
"word-of-mouth" networks to recruit "qualified" faculty 
(of color and White) who constitute a "good fit" with 
SHS’s mission; and 3) The importance of a critical mass 
of students, staff and faculty of color to help increase 
the level of personal (if not organizational) safety and 
retain its racial diversity. 
The areas reported to be of the greatest concerns 
were: 1) Competing visions of SHS as predominately Black 
and Latino versus a multiracial School versus a 
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predominately White School under Greenpoint College; 2) 
Unclear or unacceptable decision-making processes; 3) 
Ineffective administrative styles; 4) Unresolved 
conflicts, including the transition to Greenpoint 
College; and 5) Lack of community/team building. A 
consistent theme running throughout all these concerns 
was racial tensions, both among Whites and faculty of 
color, and within faculty of color as well. 
CHAPTER 6 
CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, 
AND QUESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
The central question this study addressed was how 
one school of human services became more fully 
multiracial while embedded in a predominantly White 
institution of higher education. The goal was to collect 
data to answer the following three questions: 1) How did 
SHS evolve into a multiracial organization? 2) How did 
this transition impact the faculty at SHS? and 3) How 
does SHS maintain its current level of racial diversity? 
To conduct this study a qualitative case study 
approach was used that incorporated 74 hours of field 
observations, sixteen qualitative interviews with SHS 
faculty, and a documentation review of materials and 
literature relevant to the school’s development. All 
this was carried out over a period of seven months at a 
point in the history of the school as it was 
transitioning into its new home of Greenpoint College in 
Massachusetts. To analyze the interview transcripts, a 
White peer reviewer was utilized to assist in the 
verification and reliability of my interpretations of the 
data. In addition, on two separate occasions, I verified 
with the SHS faculty the findings herein presented. 
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Before proceeding to address the three main 
questions posed by this research, I want to first discuss 
the question of how the MCOD model and the five 
organizational models of higher education discussed in 
Chapter 3: The Literature Review" can assist the reader 
in understanding the experience of SHS. A statement by 
Birnbaum (1988) quoted earlier bears repetition, "The 
only thing better than a good theory is a lot of good 
theories" (p. 209). By first examining SHS through each 
of these six lenses, the goal is to see what further 
light these models can shed on the experience of SHS. It 
is a means of introducing this final section and sifting 
out what conclusions, recommendations, and implications 
for further research may exist just beyond the limits of 
my field of vision. 
SHS Through the Organizational Looking Glass 
Although the MCOD model has much of the same 
corporate origins and bias as OD, its primary relevance 
here is to providing a lense with which to determine 
where the School falls along the 
monocultural-to-multicultural continuum. As this study 
examined only racial diversity and not cultural 
diversity, this limits the use of the model to the issue 
of race. 
My observations of SHS through the MCOD lense 
indicate an organization that falls squarely within Level 
Two (Non-Discriminating), sharing characteristics of both 
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the Stage 4 (Affirmative Action Organization) and the 
Stage 3 (Token EEO Compliance Organization). Similar to 
the more multiracial Stage 4 organization, SHS challenges 
racism in its classrooms and among students, and actively 
supports the growth of students of color. By altering 
its basic practices, structures and technology (e.g., 
hiring qualifications, class scheduling and curriculum) 
SHS demonstrates some ways to institutionalize racial 
diversity. Like the "Affirraative Action Stage" 
organization, SHS’s mission continues to conform to the 
values of its early White male founders. Like the Stage 
3 organization, SHS’s top echelon remains White and 
issues of conflict are not engaged with and confronted 
directly among many of the faculty as there are no clear 
mechanisms to do so. For the sake of perspective, 
Greenpoint College in my estimation fell between Stage 2 
(The Club) and Stage 3 (Token EEO Compliance) on the 
continuum of being a multiracial host institution, one 
full stage behind its School Human of Services. 
When viewing SHS through the "Bureaucratic" model, 
we see a number of similarities to other colleges and 
universities. Primary among those is the existence of 
the dual bureaucracy (Duryea, 1973) and the tension 
between faculty and administration. Like other 
bureaucracies, SHS’s host institution, Greenpoint 
College, is an institution with a century of tradition 
that tends to operate as a hierarchy and with fairly 
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closed boundaries. SHS is unlike the typical higher 
education bureaucracy in that it tends to have relatively 
more open boundaries with its environment and tends to be 
less mechanistic and hierarchical than its parent 
institution, Greenpoint College. 
From the ’’Collegial" model (Birnbaum, 1988 ), we 
can glean that some in SHS share the collegium’s 
preference for consensus and the belief that 
administrators ought to be at the service of the 
faculty. Faculty report that accountability is difficult 
and that leadership must contend with regular and 
on-going challenges to its authority. At best, SHS 
administrators are considered "first among equals," at 
worse SHS is effectively rendered leaderless by faculty 
concerns over authority and participation. Similar to 
most collegiums, SHS avoids legitimate power (traditional 
hierarchy) in favor of referent power and expert power 
(French & Raven, 1959) because it is less likely to cause 
alienation. In Connecticut, SHS reportedly experienced a 
strong sense of community or "family" much like that 
associated with the the collegial model. 
One difference between SHS and the traditional 
collegium is that the dominance of the faculty is not as 
omnipotent, partly due to the conscious inclusion of 
staff in school-wide decision making. This distinction 
also has a historical explanation as SHS had a tradition 
of fusing two functions and creating what they called the 
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"faculty/administrator” role for all its faculty. 
Another difference that distinguishes SHS from the 
collegial model is the intense and occasionally quite 
unsympathetic atmosphere that results from differences 
among the faculty. This is in stark contrast to the 
congenial and sympathetic company of scholars depicted by 
Bowen and Schuster (1986). While the degree of 
collegiality present at many colleges and universities is 
overstated, the data on the atmosphere at SHS span a 
range from warm and friendly - to cool and indifferent - 
to angry and embittered. As faculty reported, in their 
experience being a member of a multiracial collegium at 
SHS was an intense experience. 
In reviewing SHS through the ’’political” lense, a 
striking similarity is the existence of political 
factions at SHS, particularly in relation to competing 
visions of the school, concerns over race and racism, and 
organizational power. The inclusion of the communities 
of color into the SHS political equation brings a new and 
important external pressure group (Jackson & Holvino, 
1986) or interest group into the traditional academic 
arena as discussed earlier by Gross and Grambsch (1971). 
SHS’s faculty tend to see conflict as a sign of 
organizational pathology, not as the sign of a healthy 
organization. While a major source of legitimate power 
in most colleges and universities is the acceptance of 
hierarchical authority, SHS has little inclination in 
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that direction, particularly in reference to Greenpoint 
College. Data suggest the conclusion that as SHS 
struggled through a difficult transition, those who 
exercised the power to veto were those with the greatest 
influence at the School. Those who were the most 
skillful at building and managing coalitions exercised 
considerable power in the vacuum left by the imminent 
departure of SHS*s Director. As an outside observer, I 
felt SHS ’ s lack of strong leadership able to manage its 
various interest groups weakened the School’s overall 
effectiveness in meeting its goals. 
Many parallels exist between SHS and the "Open 
Systems" model as described by Richman (1974) and Mauer 
(1974). Like the open systems approach discussed 
earlier, SHS tends toward having open boundaries or 
highly interactive relationships with its environment. 
Unlike the closed system orientation associated with the 
"Bureaucratic Model," SHS scans the larger environment 
and examines the impact of social, political and economic 
forces on its students and on its classroom. 
A conclusion of this study is that SHS does an 
exemplary job of responding to the changing environment 
by altering its curriculum (or technology), program 
structures, scheduling, and qualifications for the 
v>- 
recruitment and selection of faculty and staff. It is 
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exceptionally accomplished in expanding beyond its walls 
to communities of color for the purpose of recruiting 
students and faculty of color. 
Perhaps one of the most helpful ways to look at 
SHS is through the lense of the ’’Organized Anarchy" 
(Cohen & March, 1974). Like the organized anarchy, SHS 
clearly experiences problematic goals, ambiguity of 
purpose and ambiguity of power (Birnbaum, 1988). A clear 
advantage SHS shares with this model is that it has a 
variety of semi-independent subsystems which are very 
sensitive and potentially responsive to change in 
different communities (White, African American, 
Latina/o). 
Unlike the organized anarchy, it lacks some of the 
synergy associated with this approach. A conclusion 
drawn from the data is that SHS as a whole was often not 
as great as the potential sum of its parts. In one 
regard, SHS is quite different from the traditional 
organized anarchy model in its commitment to racial 
diversity. Observations of SHS reveal a system that was 
very unambiguous when it came to recruiting, selecting 
and retaining faculty, staff and students of color. Two 
characteristic disadvantages SHS and the "organized 
anarchy" model share are that systems like these stumble 
when resources grow tighter, and accountability is often 
nebulous. 
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Viewed through the cybernetic lense, SHS is a 
system that has some of the social controls associated 
with the cybernetic model. Members are clearly screened 
to avoid the potential of faculty acting in insensitive 
or racially biased ways in their classrooms. Its 
students of color and SHS’s link to communities of color 
serve as negative feedback loops resembling the "internal 
thermostat" associated with the cybernetic system. The 
data uncovered at least three instances where 
administrators at the School utilized explicit controls 
by stopping or reopening a search when the goal of 
locating a faculty member of color was not met. 
However, in many cases SHS lacked some of the 
explicit or structural controls necessary to resolve 
conflicts or make decisions perceived as racial among 
members of the faculty. In those instances, frequent use 
was made of the "garbage can" approach outlined by Cohen 
and March (1974) where problems were assigned in 
perpetuity to committees. A clear disadvantage SHS 
shares with this approach is that, like the model, SHS’s 
management seems to struggle to affect what happens 
within its borders. 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
What follows are the conclusions of this study as 
well as the conundrums, recommendations, and questions 
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requiring further research for those interested in the 
area of organizational development in higher education, 
specifically concerning racial issues. 
How Did SHS Evolve Into a Multiracial Organization? 
While SHS is actually a school with three separate 
sites, this study concentrated on the Greenpoint site as 
it had the greatest number of people of color in its 
faculty, staff and student population. The results 
suggest that several key factors played a role in the 
evolution of the site into an organization where more 
than half of its faculty and 40% of its students are 
racial minorities. 
Throughout the course of the interviews, faculty 
spoke with a remarkably clear, single voice that central 
to the evolution of SHS into a racially diverse 
organization was and is the teaching and service mission 
of the School. Since its inception, SHS’s mission 
statement has spoken directly to the need to reach out to 
disenfranchised elements of society. These are the 
people who are frequently denied access to higher 
education and who must have that education empower them 
in their own communities. 
Many believed that a clear mission served to keep 
the faculty accountable to its students, their home 
communities, and to themselves. Faculty report that the 
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mission not only serves as a constant reminder to the 
members, it also serves to attract both a diverse faculty 
and student body to the school. 
A conundrum in the study of the evolution of SHS 
is dual and competing visions of the school. This 
contradiction in visions has its origins, according to 
the data, in the early history of the School, 
specifically in its Connecticut period. One vision, held 
by a number of faculty of color, is of a school that is 
predominantly Black and Latino in terms of numerical 
presence and in terms of who holds power. This vision 
seems to come directly out of the hopes of many (but not 
all) at the early Connecticut campus that they evolve 
into a Black College. Many of those same faculty would 
make the transition to Greenpoint and bring with them 
elements of that vision. The second vision of the 
school, held by a number of faculty of color and many 
Whites, is of a school that is multiracial - where power 
is shared, and the interests and population of the School 
represent a balance between Whites and people of color. 
From an OD perspective, the concept of a clear and 
unifying vision and mission is what keeps all the members 
pulling in the same direction. Because the School 
frequently fits the "organized anarchy" higher education 
model, it is possible to have competing goals, like 
increasing the number of people of color while striving 
to create a multiracial organization. The contradiction 
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lies in what the ultimate vision is of where the School 
is headed. As became evident in the findings, tensions 
over the development of a separate college for Blacks and 
Latina/os predate the Greenpoint site, but continue to 
impact on the perceptions and desired outcomes of its 
current members. While some theorists such as Birnbaum 
(1989) point to examples of functional "organized 
anarchies" in large institutions of higher education, the 
experience of SHS suggests that small organizations 
similar in size to SHS are best advised to clarify and 
coalesce around one clear and agreed upon vision. For 
similar schools interested in diversifying their 
faculties and student bodies, evidence from this study 
suggests that there is an opportunity to attract and 
recruit diverse faculty and students if the mission of 
the school strongly addresses the interests of 
communities of color in deed as well as thought. 
This study’s findings indicate that colleges and 
universities must go beyond the short-term mission of 
simply increasing numbers of students and faculty of 
color in the organization. These data, confirmed by 
Jackson and Holvino’s (1986) MCOD work, suggest that 
long-range issues of vision, inclusion and distribution 
of power must be addressed. 
How Did This Transition Impact the Faculty at SHS? 
The story of SHS with regard to racial diversity 
is really a tale of three schools. The founding of SHS 
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in 1976 was the brainchild of three White Jewish men in 
New Hampshire. The School would begin the predominantly 
White institution of New Forma with students and faculty 
of color in a visible minority. Within two years of its 
founding, SHS would open a satellite campus in an urban 
center in Connecticut that would be led and populated by 
a predominantly Black faculty, staff and student body. 
By 1988, after the closing of the New Hampshire and 
Connecticut sites, a third and altogether different 
campus in Greenpoint, Massachusetts would serve as the 
central campus. This site would be neither like the New 
Hampshire nor the Connecticut campus in that its faculty 
and student body would be more racially heterogeneous 
than either of the two preceding campuses. While SHS 
would continue being located within the boundaries of a 
predominantly White host institution, for the first time 
the central campus would be a numerically multiracial 
setting. 
Because of the dearth of literature that speaks to 
the multiracial experience in higher education, several 
of the findings from my study bear further examination. 
For instance, what can an institution of higher education 
anticipate as it is making the transition from being a 
predominantly White institution to one that is more fully 
multiracial? Based on the data as reported by the SHS 
faculty, the overall impression I take away is that being 
a member of a multiracial collegium is an intense 
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experience. Intense is defined here to mean that the 
rewards and challenges are at times both exhilarating and 
discouraging. 
Many of the faculty interviewed were deeply moved 
during the course of the interviews when describing the 
passion they bring to their teaching and their work with 
their students. Yet faculty also spoke of a lack of 
support from colleagues and of unresolved conflicts 
within the collegium, particularly in the areas of 
competing visions of the School, decision-making, and 
organizational power dynamics (e.g., which racial group 
held administrative control). 
One of the more intriguing issues in this area had 
to do with the issue of consensus. A number of faculty 
of color expressed the belief that in their experience 
consensus was a form of institutional racism because it 
became a way for Whites to retain administrative power. 
In contrast, a number of Whites saw this interpretation 
as a form of ”racializing" institutional issues meaning, 
for them, that some faculty of color were projecting 
racial motives onto certain issues that were not actually 
racial, but rather organizational. Interestingly, 
although the faculty at SHS were able to discuss racial 
insensitivity in their classrooms and on the part of 
Greenpoint College with ease, similar discussions 
in-house were rare and observed as being difficult. 
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Based on the data, the majority of White faculty 
and five out of nine faculty of color saw SHS as a 
multiracial organization. However, four of nine faculty 
of color felt that SHS was not yet organizationally 
multiracial although most felt it was in process. 
How Does SHS Maintain Its Current Level of Racial 
Diversity? 
One of the most frequently heard points made by 
faculty to maintaining diversity at SHS was the role of 
the School’s "word-of-mouth" network. Primarily cited is 
the role students of color play in attracting other 
students of color who, in turn, attract greater numbers 
of faculty of color. Not only does the presence of large 
numbers of faculty and students of color help the School 
maintain diversity, but, as was mentioned earlier, the 
school’s mission also plays a role in attracting a 
racially diverse and committed faculty. 
Because SHS has a clear commitment to communities 
of color, the School is also able to match the teaching 
and service "qualifications" of its faculty and potential 
faculty to that mission. Results from this study stress 
the importance of the concept of "Qualified" being 
extended to White candidates regarding their ability to 
teach and provide service in a multiracial academic 
environment. 
The last major finding relevant to the creation of 
more multiracial collegiums is that of community 
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building. Conclusions from this case study suggest that 
issues of trust and mistrust within SHS’s collegium are 
an impediment to a greater commitment to community and 
the building of a more effective team. How issues of 
trust and mistrust manifest center on how conflicts in 
vision, decision-making and organizational power were or 
were not resolved. 
Both OD and MCOD stress that conflict is a 
predictable and necessary phenomenon in the life of any 
group or organization. One of the factors that separates 
the effective team from the ineffective one is the 
ability of its members to identify and resolve conflict 
in a productive and efficient manner (Blanchard & Carew & 
Parisi-Carew, 1990). One mechanism lacking at SHS is a 
clearly established conflict resolution process for 
dealing constructively with long-standing or on-going 
tensions, particularly conflicts involving race. For an 
organization to move forward, either as a more productive 
team or further along the continuum of becoming a 
multiracial organization, conclusions from this study 
strongly suggest that conflict must be dealt with in a 
manner that allows trust to grow among its members. Some 
means needs to be in place to guarantee that difficult 
issues do not go unresolved and impede commitment to 
team/community building and, in turn, negatively impact 
on the School’s ability to fulfill it’s mission. This 
could take the form of an informal leadership function, 
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school-wide meetings, an outside consultant or formal 
mechanisms (e.g. Ombuds Office, union grievance 
procedures, etc.)* 
An important recommendation arising from this 
study is that a college or university interested in 
becoming more racially diverse should consider more fluid 
or permeable boundaries with communities of color. SHS’s 
model suggests adopting qualities associated with the 
open systems approach (Richman, 1974). Rather than the 
closed system associated with many predominantly White 
(bureaucratic) institutions of higher education, an 
institution seeking to become more multiracial can have 
multiple goals (e.g. teaching, service to communities of 
color, social change). 
Institutions should seek tighter couplings (Weick, 
1976) with communities of color, possibly through 
increasing service programs or emphasizing multicultural 
teaching excellence. At the same time, some schools or 
units may need to loosen their couplings with their host 
institution. Four advantages to colleges or universities 
becoming more open systems like SHS include a broadening 
of its base of students of color, a deepening of its 
recruitment pool of faculty of color, increased retention 
of faculty and students of color via established 
community service linkages, and external lines of 
accountability to these communities. 
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An important caution here is that, like SHS, 
institutions interested in becoming more of an open 
system may become too open and experience some of the 
pitfalls associated with the "organized anarchy” model. 
While the lack of administrative controls allows SHS to 
be more sensitive and responsive to its environment 
(communities of color), SHS faculty often complained 
about the lack of established leadership as being highly 
dysfunctional and an impediment to their work as 
educators. Further, ambiguity and conflicts over vision, 
power and decision-making drained energy from a faculty 
already described by its members as "resource poor.” 
Questions for Further Research 
This research ran head-on into a conundrum 
regarding the issue of trust and how different racial 
groups at SHS, using different lenses on the same 
reality, defined trust differently. A conclusion from 
this study is that for some White faculty, community 
building and the building of trust were conceptualized as 
an interpersonal phenomenon, similar to the collegial 
model or human relations (OD) frame. The key to 
improving the faculty climate for this group lay in the 
ability of members to know one another more deeply as 
fundamental to greater levels of collegiality and a sense 
of improved community. 
In contrast, several faculty of color seemed to 
conceptualize trust utilizing the MCOD model or the 
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political frame of power as key to building community and 
trust. This group put greater emphasis on organizational 
power and control being in the hands of people of color 
than did some of their White colleagues. For this subset 
of the faculty of color, developing a truly multiracial 
collegium seemed inextricably linked to addressing power 
imbalances within SHS. 
One conclusion this study suggests is that 
creating multiracial organizations must simultaneously be 
a function of effective community/team building (OD) and 
attention to issues of social justice and organizational 
power (MCOD). The implication here is that more 
investigation and research is needed to assist 
practitioners in the building of successful multiracial 
collegiums. This research should go beyond simply 
exploring what a satisfactory resolution might look 
like. Future research must also address the question of 
how does the consultant help an organization get there. 
Departing from the OD and MCOD implications of 
this case study, I would like to suggest a reexamination 
of how those undertaking qualitative research into the 
realm of multiracial issues carry out their work. This 
arena for possible research has less to do with the 
content of this research and a great deal to do with my 
personal process of undertaking qualitative research. 
Specifically, as a working class, Puerto Rican 
male graduate student I encountered significant 
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difficulty in conforming to the predominant academic 
model of undertaking research in splendid isolation. 
While this prerequisite of the academy is less strictly 
adhered to once one is a credentialled member of the 
collegium, it still is very much the expectation and norm 
for graduate students and other inductees into the 
academic realm. My experience has been that without the 
active participation and interchanges of my academic 
support group (both of whom are African American) and my 
White peer reviewer, this dissertation would not have 
been possible. By having the opportunity to share my 
findings in a collaborative group with my multiracial 
colleagues I was able to circumvent the isolation and 
limitations of individualistically designed research 
attempting to understand the nature of multiracial 
realities. 
After considerable discussions with African 
American and Native American colleagues, I now believe 
that to be successful in attracting greater numbers of 
people of color to the research academy (African 
Americans, Latina/os and Native Americans, in 
particular), we must reevaluate some of our fundamental 
epistemological assumptions about how we conduct research 
and what is the nature of knowledge. If we accept that 
reality is the by-product of our interactions (Merriam, 
1988), then to understand the nature of 
multiracial/multicultural realities we are obliged to 
220 
bring multiple lenses to the experience. To this end, 
the qualitative research approach utilizing peer 
debriefers and or team research is an underdeveloped and 
still evolving tool that requires greater attention. 
Without the insight of both my African American 
and White colleagues, complex versions of reality and 
questions of interpretation would have been lost. As was 
discussed in Chapter 3 (Methodology), readings and 
interpretations of identical transcripts and events by 
reviewers of different racial backgrounds revealed 
markedly different perceptions and explanations. If 
this same research had been conducted by a single 
researcher, for instance, White and male, I believe that 
the findings would have been significantly different and 
more representative of his "lense" on reality as a White 
male. In short, by combining the lenses of members of 
different racial groups, the version of reality portrayed 
in this study becomes more than one might achieve if the 
individualistic model currently advocated by the 
established academy were utilized. Within the field of 
qualitative research this approach allows for greater 
trustworthiness and greater reliability. I strongly 
recommend that institutions interested in increasing both 
the quality of the qualitative research they produce, and 
the quantity of researchers of color in academe, invest 
their resources in exploring how participative, 
collaborative qualitative research methods might increase 
221 
the likelihood of greater involvement of people of color 
in the field of research and, eventually, in higher 
education itself. 
Summary 
To review, the major conclusions and 
recommendations of this study are that: 
1) There is a need to incorporate organizational 
theories relevant to higher education when 
undertaking organizational change (OD and/or MCOD) 
in a college or university setting; 
2) A mission statement directly tied to teaching 
and service to communities of color is central to 
SHS*s evolving into and maintaining its racial 
diversity; 
3) ’’Word-of-mouth” networks play a key role in the 
success of SHS’s recruitment and maintenance 
processes; 
4) By seeking a ’’fit” between its organizational 
mission and potential faculty, SHS often succeeds 
in a attracting ’’qualified" (White and racial 
minority) candidates at the same time much of 
higher education seems incapable of doing so. 
Fitting candidates to the mission includes 
expanding the concept of "qualified” to include 
racial diversity, ability to work in a 
multicultural setting, prior training experience, 
and a willingness to grow. 
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5) The multiracial collegium at SHS is reported to 
be an intense place to work, full of rewards and 
challenging unresolved conflicts involving vision, 
trust and issues of organizational power. For 
instance, how trust is defined depends on which 
racial group is doing the defining and which 
organizational frame is used to interpret 
organizational reality. This study found that 
nearly half of the faculty of color "saw" trust 
through a political lense (who has key 
administrative posts) while a smaller number of 
White faculty defined trust through a human 
relations or collegial lense; 
6) Therefore, creating multiracial organizations 
of higher education must simultaneously be a 
function of attending to issues of organizational 
power and social justice (MCOD) and effective 
community/team building (OD) among the faculty; 
7) A college or university interested in becoming 
more racially diverse should consider an open 
systems approach incorporating more fluid or 
permeable boundaries with communities of color. 
This could include altering program structures 
(degree requirements), hiring practices, 
scheduling of classes, and classroom technologies 
(content and processes); 
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8) Finally, this study raises serious 
methodological concerns about the use of 
individualistic qualitative research in examining 
multiracial or multicultural settings. 
APPENDICES 
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APPENDIX A 
SHS ENROLLMENT DEMOGRAPHY 
Category 
SCHOOL OF HUMAN 
Enrollment 
BSHS 
SERVICES 
Demography 
Program 
MSHS 
Gf Point 
Site Only 
MSSW 
Sex 
Male 
\ 
48 14 15 
Female 1 22, 24 31 
Age Range 
22-30 31 9 1 1 
30-40 69 12 16 
40-50 58 13 16 
50 + 15 3 2 . 
Martial Status 
Married 79 1 5 24 
Single 46 13 *12 
Divorced 36 8 6 
Widowed 5 2 1 
Ethnic Background 
African 6 1 ' 1 
Arican-American 50 12 3 
Asian 2 0 0 
Caucasian 83 20 26 
Puerto Rican 19 5 0 
Hispanic 6 3 1 
Other 2 1 2 
No Information 18 7 3 
Faculty (Full and Part Time (ALL SITES) 
114 
18 Minority Faculty 
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Date 
12/20 
1/2 & 1/3 
1/10 
1/6-24 - FLU 
1/2 6 
2/5 
2/7 & 2/8 
2/8, 1:00 
2/12 
2/15, 10:30 
2/21, 12:00 
2/27, 2:00 
3/2 
3/9, 9:30 
3/12 
3/13, 9:00 
3/14 
3/15 
3/16 
3/19 
APPENDIX C 
CONTACT LOG - SHS 
Contact Lencrth/Time 
Lunch w/JK 
Tour site, prop. disc. 
Met JS 
2 hours 
Call SHS: RR & JR Message 
Talk RR 5 min 
Call SHS: JR Left message 
Letter JR & RR w/promise 
early Feb. follow-up 
Called JR & RR Left message 
Called JR & RR Left message 
Called RR, phone appt. Left essage 
Called RR & JR Left message 
Called RR - sch'd time Left message 
Called RR - sch'd time Left message 
Impromptu visit SHS, intros 
by JS. Sche'd appt w/JR, 
observations 1-1/2 hours 
Called RR Left message 
Appt w/JR & Observ. 1-1/2 hours 
Call confirm appt. w/ES Left message 
Site visit for appt w/ES, 
non-arrival, anticipated 20 min. 
Phone call confirm site mtg 
w/ES (w/Angela) Left message 
Resched. time w/ES Left message 
ee: Appt & data collect Left message 
Phone JK & SG home 
ee: appt & data collect 20 min. 
3/20, 9:30 
3/27 
4/9 
4/10 
4/12 
4/16 
4/17 
4/18 
4/23 
4/24 
4/25 
4/2 6 
Appt w/RR & ES 2-1/2 hours 
Resch. Saw ES at 9:30, 
RR at 11:00-11:18, SG at 
11:30-12:00. Mtgs. w/ES, 
RR & SG 2-1/2 hours 
Mtg w/Faculty 1 hour 
Interview, RR (Blue Eagle) 
Drop off into SHS (HY & 
Estelle 
Confirming call re RR 
appt., left mess. 
Set appts w/HY, JK, SG 
2 hours 
15 min 
2 min 
2 0 min 
Set appts w/ES 5 min 
Set appts w/LW & CK 1-1/2 min 
Int'v w/JR - no show 
2x call JR at home, 3 p.m. 15 min 
Call SHS in PM & spoke 
w/MG at 3 p.m., length re 
entry process 25 min 
JR appt interview 2 hour 
(appt w/ES) 
Contact w/MG 
Called ES re resch appt 5 min 
Call from V.P. Aca. 
Affairs JA 5 min. 
Appt w/JA 
Intv w/LW 
Calls to SHS re sched 
15 min 
1-3/4 hr 
appts15 min 
Intv w/SG (my home) 2 hours 
Intv w/JK (my home) 
Call w/ES, chg appt 
2 hours 
2 min 
SHS site mtg obsv 1-1/2 hours 
BM intv cancelled by 
phone. Not at site. 5 min 
TT intv cancelled by him. 5 min 
4/28 
4/3 0 
5/1 
Intv w/JS 
Intv w/ES, resch w/TT 
Appt w/EM 
Resch OR/BM/SN 
2 hours 
2 hours 
2 hours 
5/2 
5/7 
5/8 
5/9 
5/15 
5/17 
5/18 
5/23 
5/29 
5/30 
6/6 
6/13 
6/26 
8/18 
HY intv - Blue Eagle 1-1/2 hours 
Intv TT 2 hours 
OR intv 1-1/2 hours 
Emergency site mtg 1/2 hour 
Finish ES intv 1/2 hour 
Start BM intv (run short 
of time) l hour 
Start MG intv (late & 
ran over) 1 hour 
Dev intv sketches (on site) 1 hour 
ES data sketches 
Finish BM intv 
SN intv (her home) 
BD intv 
45 min 
1-1/2 hours 
3 hours 
1-1/2 hours 
AS Inv. SE cancelled, 
ES discussion 2 hours 
SHS Congress site obsv 5-1/2 hours 
BD finish intv - SE no 
show 1 hour 
MG finish in tv 
SE no show for final time 
Observ - site meeting 
Observation - orientation 
1 hour 
1 hour 
1-1/2 hours 
6 hours 
230 
APPENDIX D 
CORRESPONDENCE 
Mr. 
School of Human Services 
/ MA January 26, 1990 
Dear 
Let me begin by apologizing for the delay in getting the enclosed 
outline of my dissertation proposal to you. I have been down with the flu 
for the past two weeks, but I am new feeling much better. 
After you have had a chance to review the outline of my proposal, I 
would like to set up an appointment with you and Rick Davila to discuss 
the project and what makes sense as a next step. I will plain on giving 
you a call the first week of February to arrange a convenient time for the - 
three of us to meet. 
Thanks very much for agreeing to consider this project. I am looking 
forward to having a chance to meet and talk with you more. In the 
meantime, I hope this finds you well. 
Sincerely, 
James Francisco Bonilla 
40 Spaulding Street 
Amherst, MA 01002 
(413) 253-3744 
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March 26, 1990 
Dr. 
Vice-President for Academic Affairs 
College 
, MA 
Dear Dr. 
My name is James Francisco Bonilla and I am a doctoral candidate at the 
University of Massachusetts at Amherst. As part of my doctoral process, I 
am conducting a qualitative case study which will require that I interview 
15 faculty at the School of Human Services (SHS) over the next several 
months. Through the use of this study I hope to shed light on how one 
school has managed the transition to being more fully racially diverse and 
how other academic institutions can recruit, retain and promote Faculty of 
Color. 
After having met with and of SHS, I have received 
both their interest and encouragement. They suggested I contact you to 
inform you of my project. If you have any questions or concerns I would 
be happy to meet with you and/or you may reach me by phone at (413) 
253-3744 . 
Sincerely Yours, 
40 Spaulding Street 
Amherst, MA 01002 
(413) 253-3744 
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Greetings Everyone, 
October 16, 1990 
It has been some time since I’ve had the pleasure of engaging with you all 
in a discussion about my doctoral case study of the School. 
After several months of transcribing and reviewing our talks and notes 
from my field observations, I’d like to propose a gathering to continue 
our dialogue. My aim is to share back with you some of the findings and 
to open it up afterwards for responses anmd questions. 
After some consultation with and , I ’d like to propose we 
meet on Tuesday, November 14th from _ to _ PM. The location will be 
Hopefully, by 
picking a time when many of you are around, I can look forward to talking 
with as many of you as possible. If the date is not going to work for you 
and you’d like to touch base, please feel free to give me a call at (413) 
253-3744. I look forward to seeing and talking with you then. 
Hasta la vista, 
APPENDIX E 
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History - Let's go back over the history of the school. 
From your perspective, what was a critical incident that 
shaped the racial development of the school? 
What happened? Who were the key players? What 
was done? Did the response work? How did people 
respond subsequently? What were the specific 
goals that emerged [key values] - regarding racial 
diversity? (Follow the same sequence for a second 
critical incident.) 
Who or what attracted you to SHS? When you arrived here 
who showed you the ropes or took you under their wing? 
Organization - If you were describing SHS to a colleague 
interested in working here, what would you say? If this 
person came, what would be a key insight of theirs in the 
first year? How would working here be different from 
what they might have expected (surprised or puzzled 
them)? What was different or surprised/puzzled you? How 
does SHS brag about itself (what makes it worthwhile to 
work here)? Why do people sometimes leave? From a 
racial perspective, how has your experience at SHS 
compared to previous academic institutions you've been 
involved with? 
Multiracial issues - What is it about SHS that helps it 
maintain its racial diversity? What is it about SHS that 
works against maintaining its diversity? Some people 
would say that SHS is very multiracial. How would you 
respond to them? If you were the architect of the ideal 
multiracial academic institution, what would it look 
like? How would it feel? If you think back on the past 
year, what has been the most rewarding or personally 
satisfying experience you've had dealing with racial 
diversity? 
APPENDIX F 
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Towards Creating More Multiracial Institutions of Higher 
Education: A Qualitative Case Study 
1. I, James Francisco Bonilla, am a doctoral student in the School of 
Education at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst. As part of my 
doctoral process, I am conducting a qualitative case study which will 
require that I interview 12-15 faculty at the School of Human Services I 
am interested in conducting this study because-I have been a consultant in 
the field of multicultural organizational development for the past five 
years. Through the use of this study I wish to understand how one school 
has managed to become more racially diverse while embedded in a 
predominately white institution of higher education. 
2. You are being asked to be a participant in this study. I will conduct 
one 90 minute interview with you over the next several months. Some of 
the themes this interview will explore will.be your perspective on SHS's 
transition to becoming more fully racially diverse; how this transition 
has impacted on you; and your impressions of what kind of effect the 
numerical increase in Faculty and Students of Color had on the 
organizational culture of SHS. 
The interviews will be audio-taped and later transcribed. My goal is 
to analyze and ocrpose the materials from your interview, along with my 
on-site observations and documents review, to develop a fuller 
understanding of hew SHS has beoerme more racially diverse. 
3. This understanding would be used in: 
a) my dissertation 
b) journal articles 
c) presentations to professional groups 
d) a took. 
In all written material and oral presentations in which I may use material 
f*™ your interview, I will use neither your name nor the names of people 
close to ycu. Interviews will be confidential and transcripts will be 
typed with a pseudonym replacing all proper names. 
4. While consenting at this time to participate in these interviews, you 
may at any time^withdraw from the actual interview process. 
5. Furthermore, while having consented to participate in the interview 
process, and having done so, ypa may withdraw your consent to have 
specific exoerpts from your interview used in any printed or oral 
presentations. I request a minimum two weeks notice from you in order 
that I may make the appropriate change. 
6. In signing this form ycu are agreeing to the use of the materials from 
ycur interview as indicated in this consent form. If I were to use the 
material in any other way I would contact ycu to gain your additional 
written consent. 
7. In signing this form, you are also assuring me that ycu will make no 
financial claim against me for the use of the materials from your 
interview. 
8. In signing this form, you are also stating that no medical treatment 
will be required by you from the University of Massachusetts or by me 
should any injury result from participating in these interviews. 
9. Finally, at your request, I will be happy to furnish you with the 
audio-tapes of your interview and any copies of presented written 
materials from your interview. 
James Francisco Bonilla 
40 Spaulding Street 
Amherst, MA 01102 
(h) 413-253-3744 
(w) 413-545-2031 
I, __, have read the above statement 
and agree to participate as an interviewee under the conditions stated in 
this consent form. 
Signature of Participant 
Date 
Interviewer 
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APPENDIX G 
PROPOSED RESEARCH OUTLINE 
"Towards Creating More Multiracial Institutions of Higher Education: 
A Qualitative Case Study" 
by James Francisco Bonilla 
The pool of this country’s future students and faculty is increasingly 
Black and Latino. However, their presence and success rate within U.S. 
colleges and universities continue to lag behind those of their White 
counterparts. My doctoral research focuses on how one school of human 
services in Massachusetts managed to become predominately Black and Latino 
while embedded in a predominately White academic institution. 
Little research has been done on the experience of academic 
institutions attempting to negotiate the transition toward including more 
Latino and Black faculty. Literature exploring the impact of these 
attempted transitions on Latino and Black faculty is even more rare, and 
relatively nothing exists that examines how racially diverse schools 
within predominately White higher education systems can or have been 
supported by the institution. My research will accumulate data in order 
to answer the following three questions: 
1) How has this school evolved into a racially diverse organization? 
2) How has this transition impacted on Black, Latino and White 
faculty? 
3) What effect has the numerical increase in Black and Latino faculty 
and students had on the organizational culture of the school? 
In paying particular attention to the experiences of Latino and Black 
faculty, my research will discuss what the experiences of this particular 
school may offer to other institutions of higher education interested in 
creating more racially diverse institutions. In addition, the lessons 
learned from this school’s experience can provide guidelines for higher 
education institutions to successfully recruit, retain, and promote Latino 
and Black faculty. 
Participants in this study will be 15 faculty at the the school with 
whom I will be conducting interviews over the next several months. In 
addition, I will conduct field observations and examine archival documents 
to review the written record of the school s evolution toward greater 
racial diversity. My qualifications and interest in this research stem 
from six years experience as a higher education consultant in the field of 
multicultural organizational development. 
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APPENDIX I 
POLITICAL STRUCTURE OF SHS 
Congress 
- Consists of all permanent staff. 
- Hears reports from Director, Assoc. Director, Coordinating 
Council and all committees. 
- Sets goal/objectives for the upcoming year. 
Central Administration: 
Director/Associate Director 
- Develop a work plan based on the goals/objectives set by 
Congress. 
- Work with Budget Committee and Coordinating Council to 
develop budget according to parameters set by Congress. 
Coordinating Council 
- Consists of representatives elected from management team, 
faculty, administrative staff at each site. 
- Review/accept/monitor work plan developed by 
Director/Associate Director 
- Review/accept/monitor budget 
- Hears reports from all committees. 
- Evaluates Director and Associate Director based on work 
plan. 
- Reports to Congress. 
(Source: Reapproval Document, Greenpoint College 
School of Human Services, April 2, 1990.) 
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APPENDIX K 
A CONTINUUM OF HUMAN SERVICE DEFINITIONS 
pie functional definition of human service falls along a broad continuum 
including: 
People of good will and honest intent can differ strongly in what human 
service means. Historically, GC has focused on those aspects of human 
service described by the terms toward the left side of the continuum (e.g., 
helping, role models). Historically, SHS has focused on those aspects 
described by terms toward the right side of the continuum (e.g., 
empowerment, radical social change). 
It appears that during the negotiations all parties used the phrase "human 
service," and in the opinion of CGI, they denied or projected their 
definition of the phrase to each other. A review of the printed materials 
of the College and the School /. finds that each 
has been historically consistent with its own definition. 
As merger implementation proceeded, significant conflicts have emerged 
which have as their aegis this difference in assumption and perception. 
(Source: The Chatham Group, Inc. An Assessment of the 
Merger of Greenpoint College and the School for Human 
Services. A Preliminary Report. May 7, 1990.) 
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